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Behold, days are coming — says the LORD God - 
I will send a hunger to the land, not a hunger for bread 
nor a thirst for water, but to hear the words of the LorpD. 


(AMOS 8:11) 


The Noé edition of the Koren Talmud Bavli 
with the commentary of Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz 
is dedicated to all those who open its cover 
to quench their thirst for Jewish knowledge, 
in our generation of Torah renaissance. 


This beautiful edition is for the young, the aged, 
the novice and the savant alike, 
as it unites the depth of Torah knowledge 
with the best of academic scholarship. 


Within its exquisite and vibrant pages, 
words become worlds. 


It will claim its place in the library of classics, 
in the bookcases of the Beit Midrash, 
the classrooms of our schools, 
and in the offices of professionals and businesspeople 
who carve out precious time to grapple with its timeless wisdom. 


For the Student and the Scholar 


DEDICATED BY LEO AND SUE NOE 


Steinsaltz 
Center 


KOREN 
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Once upon a time, under pressure of censorship, 
printers would inscribe in the flyleaves 
of volumes of the Talmud: 


Whatever may be written herein about gentiles 
does not refer to the gentiles of today, 
but to gentiles of times past. 


Today, the flyleaves of our books bear a similar inscription, 
albeit an invisible one: 


Whatever may be written herein about Jews 
does not refer to the Jews of today, 
but to Jews who lived in other times. 


So we are able to sit down and study Torah, Talmud, 
books of ethics, or books of faith 


without considering their relevance to our lives. 


Whatever is written there 
does not apply to us or to our generation, 
but only to other people, other times. 


We must expunge from those invisible prologues 
the notion that the words are written about someone else, 
about others, about anyone but us. 


Whether the book is a volume of Torah, 
a tractate of the Talmud, or a tract of faith, 
the opposite must be inscribed: 


Whatever is written herein refers only to me; 
is written for me and obligates me. 


First and foremost, the content is addressed to me. 


— From a public address by Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz 
as quoted in ow »n (Talks on Parashat HaShavua) 
Maggid Books, 2011 
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... These new commentaries — which include a new interpretation of the Talmud, a 
halakhic summary of the debated issues, and various other sections — are a truly out- 
standing work; they can be of great benefit not only to those familiar with talmudic 
study who seek to deepen their understanding, but also to those who are just begin- 
ning to learn, guiding them through the pathways of the Torah and teaching them 
how to delve into the sea of the Talmud. 


I would like to offer my blessing to this learned scholar. May the Holy One grant him 
success with these volumes and may he merit to write many more, to enhance the 
greatness of Torah, and bring glory to God and His word... 


Rabbi Moshe Feinstein 
New York, 7 Adar 5743 


I have seen one tractate from the Talmud to which the great scholar Rabbi Adin 
Steinsaltz xwSw has added nikkud (vowels) and illustrations to explain that which is 
unknown to many people; he has also added interpretations and innovations, and is 
evidently a talmid hakham. Talmidei hakhamim and yeshiva students ought to study 
these volumes, and synagogues and batei midrash would do well to purchase them, 
as they may find them useful. 


Rabbi Moshe Feinstein 
New York, Adar 5730 
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... I have just had the pleasant surprise of receiving tractate Shabbat (part one), which 

has been published by [Rabbi Steinsaltz] along with his explanations, etc. Happy 
is the man who sees good fruits from his labors. May he continue in this path and 
increase light, for in the matters of holiness there is always room to add — and we 
have been commanded to add — for they are linked to the Holy One, Blessed be He, 
Who is infinite. And may the Holy One grant him success to improve and enhance 
this work, since the greater good strengthens his hand... 


Rabbi Menachem Mendel Schneerson 
The Lubavitcher Rebbe 
Brooklyn, 5 Marheshvan 5729 
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The translation of the books of our past into the language of the present — this was 
the task of the sages of every generation. And in Israel, where the command to “teach 
them repeatedly to your children” applies to all parts of the nation, it was certainly 
the task of every era. This is true for every generation, and in our time — when many 
of those who have strayed far are once again drawing near — all the more so. For many 
today say, “Who will let us drink from the well” of Talmud, and few are those who 
offer up the waters to drink. 


We must, therefore, particularly commend the blessed endeavor of Rabbi Adin Stein- 
saltz to explain the chapters of the Talmud in this extensive yet succinct commentary, 
which, in addition to its literal interpretation of the text, also explicates the latter’s 
underlying logic and translates it into the language of our generation. 


It appears that all those who seek to study Talmud - the diligent student and the 
learned adult — will have no difficulty understanding when using this commentary. 
Moreover, we may hope that the logical explanation will reveal to them the beauty 
of the talmudic page, and they will be drawn deeper and deeper into the intellectual 
pursuit which has engaged the best Jewish minds, and which serves as the corner- 
stone of our very lives... 


Rabbi Moshe Zvi Neria 
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The Talmud in Eruvin 21b states: Rava continued to interpret verses homiletically. What is the 
meaning of the verse: “And besides being wise, Kohelet also taught the people knowledge; and 
he weighed, and sought out, and set in order many proverbs” (Ecclesiastes 12:9)? He explains: 
He taught the people knowledge; he taught it with the accentuation marks in the Torah, and 
explained each matter by means of another matter similar to it. And he weighed [izen], and 
sought out, and set in order many proverbs; Ulla said that Rabbi Eliezer said: At first the Torah 
was like a basket without handles [oznayim] until Solomon came and made handles for it. And 
as Rashi there explains: And thus were Israel able to grasp the mitzvot and distance themselves 
from transgressions — just as a vessel with handles is easily held, etc. 


Such things may be said of this beloved and eminent man, a great sage of Torah and of virtue. 
And far more than he has done with the Oral Torah, he does with the Written Torah — teaching 
the people knowledge. And beyond that, he also affixes handles to the Torah, i.e., to the Talmud, 
which is obscure and difficult for many. Only the intellectual elite, which are a precious few, 
and those who study in yeshiva, can today learn the Talmud and understand what it says — and 
even though we have Rashi, still not everyone uses him. But now the great scholar Rabbi Adin 
Steinsaltz xvw has come and affixed handles to the Torah, allowing the Talmud to be held 
and studied, even by simple men. And he has composed a commentary alongside the text, a 
fine commentary in clear, comprehensible language, “a word fitly spoken” with explanations 
and illustrations, so that all those who seek to study the work of God can do so. 


Rabbi Mordechai Eliyahu 
Former Chief Rabbi of Israel, 7 Tishrei 5754 
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Message from Rabbi Adin Even-lsrael Steinsaltz 


The Talmud is the cornerstone of Jewish culture. True, our culture originated in the 
Bible and has branched out in directions besides the Talmud, yet the latter’s influ- 
ence on Jewish culture is fundamental. Perhaps because it was composed not by a 
single individual, but rather by hundreds and thousands of Sages in batei midrash in 
an ongoing, millennium-long process, the Talmud expresses the deepest themes and 
values not only of the Jewish people, but also of the Jewish spirit. As the basic study 
text for young and old, laymen and learned, the Talmud may be said to embody the 
historical trajectory of the Jewish soul. It is, therefore, best studied interactively, its 
subject matter coming together with the student’s questions, perplexities, and inno- 
vations to form a single intricate weave. In the entire scope of Jewish culture, there 
is not one area that does not draw from or converse with the Talmud. The study of 
Talmud is thus the gate through which a Jew enters his life’s path. 


The Koren Talmud Barli seeks to render the Talmud accessible to the millions of Jews 
whose mother tongue is English, allowing them to study it, approach it, and perhaps 
even become one with it. 


This project has been carried out and assisted by several people, all of whom have 
worked tirelessly to turn this vision into an actual set of books to be studied. It is a 
joyful duty to thank the many partners in this enterprise for their various contribu- 
tions. Thanks to Koren Publishers Jerusalem, both for the publication of this set and 
for the design ofits very complex graphic layout. Thanks ofa different sort are owed 
to the Steinsaltz Center and its director, Rabbi Menachem Even-lIsrael, for their de- 
termination and persistence in setting this goal and reaching it. Many thanks to the 
translators, editors, and proofreaders for their hard and meticulous work. Thanks 
to the individuals and organizations that supported this project, chief among them 
the Matanel Foundation and the Noé family of London. And thanks in advance to 
all those who will invest their time, hearts, and minds in studying these volumes — to 
learn, to teach, and to practice. 


Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz 
Jerusalem 5773 


A MESSAGE FROM RABBI ADIN EVEN-ISRAEL STEINSALTZ 
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We are indeed privileged to dedicate this edition of the Koren Talmud Bavli in honor 
of the generous support of Leo and Sue Noé of London. 


The name Noé is synonymous with philanthropy. The family’s charitable endeavors 
span a vast range of educational projects, welfare institutions, and outreach 
organizations across the globe, with a particular emphasis on the “nurturing of each 
individual.” Among so many other charitable activities, the Noés have been deeply 
involved with Kisharon, which provides the British Jewish community with vital 
support for hundreds of people with learning difficulties and their families; they 
provide steadfast support of SEED, which stands at the forefront of adult Jewish 
education in the UK, and Kemach, an organization in Israel that “helps Haredi 
students sustain themselves in dignity,” providing both professional and vocational 
training for the Haredi community in Israel. 


The Noés are not simply donors to institutions. They are partners. Donors think ofa 
sum. Partners think of a cause, becoming rigorously and keenly involved, and giving 
of their time and energy. We are honored that they have chosen to partner with our 
two organizations, the Steinsaltz Center and Koren Publishers Jerusalem, enabling 
us to further and deepen learning among all Jews. 


Leo and Sue are the proud parents and grandparents of five children and their 
families. The next generation has been taught by example that with life’s gifts come 
the responsibilities to be active within and contribute to society — both Jewish and 
non-Jewish — as is consistent with the noblest of Jewish values. 


Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz 
Matthew Miller, Publisher 
Jerusalem 5773 
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Introduction by the Editor-in-Chief 


The publication of tractate Zevahim is another noteworthy achievement for the 
Koren Talmud Bavli project. With this, the first tractate of Seder Kodashim, the Order 
of Sacrifices, we take yet another step toward our goal, the completion of a new and 
unique translation of the Babylonian Talmud. 


Presenting the English-speaking world with a translation that possesses all the 
merits of the original Hebrew work by Rabbi Steinsaltz, the text provides assistance 
for the beginner of any age who seeks to obtain the necessary skills to become an 
adept talmudist. Beginning with Berakhot and continuing through Zevahim, the team 
has brought excellence to every aspect of the daunting task of translating Rabbi Adin 
Even-Israel Steinsaltz’s masterful Hebrew translation of the Talmud into English. 


Rabbi Steinsaltz’s work is much more than a mere translation. It includes a coher- 
ent interpretation of the Mishna and the Gemara, and an expansion of the text that 
provides an array of intriguing marginal notes. Rendering this masterpiece into 
English called for talents that include biblical and talmudic scholarship, literary skills, 
linguistic expertise, editorial acumen, graphic and visual creativity, and most of all, 
teamwork and diligence. Congratulations to every member of the team are in order, 
and celebration of our achievement is well deserved. 


I'd like to take this opportunity to express our gratitude to the Almighty for giving 
us the strength to persevere at this sacred task for the past several years. These years 
have been difficult ones for the Jewish people, and especially for those of us who 
dwell in Eretz Yisrael. But the difficulties have not diminished our ability to succeed 
in our goals. For that we thank the Master of the Universe. 


Students of tractate Zevahim will be both informed and inspired. They will be in- 
formed of the centrality of the Holy Temple in our faith tradition, and will learn in 
detail about the sacrificial rites performed there. They will be inspired by the me- 
ticulous care with which those rites were performed and by the attention given to 
the requirement that the sacrifices be offered with the proper intentions. Although 
sacrifices are no longer offered in the absence of the Holy Temple, readers will find 
fascination in the numerous implications that the study of sacrificial procedures 
have for our contemporary liturgy and for current synagogue practice. As always, 
we consider our efforts successful if the reader comes away from the text a better 
person, and not just a better-informed person. For it is our contention that Talmud 
study fosters lifelong ethical development and a profound sensitivity to the needs 
and concerns of other human beings. 


We have now had the opportunity to survey hundreds of responses submitted by our 
readers. Naturally, these include constructive criticism and reports of errors that are 
inevitable in such an undertaking. We have systematically preserved such responses 


INTRODUCTION BY THE EDITOR-IN-CHIEF, RABBI DR. TZVI HERSH WEINREB 
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so that we can correct them in future editions. Indeed, we have already begun to 
do so for the initial tractates in our series. 


The most exciting result of our survey has been our discovery that “consumers” of 
Koren Talmud Bavli are a remarkably diverse group. They range from beginners 
who have never before been exposed to a blatt gemara, to accomplished scholars 
who have completed the study of the entire Talmud more than once. Beginners 
find our work not only a helpful introduction to Talmud study, but an impetus to the 
further study of rabbinic texts. Experienced scholars report that our work provides 
them with unexpected insights and fresh perspectives that enhance their apprecia- 
tion of texts with which they have long been acquainted. 


Tractate Zevahim, part 11, is the thirty-fourth volume of the project. Like the pre- 
ceding volumes, it includes the entire original text, in the traditional configuration 
and pagination of the famed Vilna edition of the Talmud. This enables the student 
to follow the core text with the commentaries of Rashi, Tosafot, and the customary 
marginalia. It also provides a clear English translation in contemporary idiom, faith- 
fully based upon the modern Hebrew edition. 


At least equal to the linguistic virtues of this edition are the qualities of its graphic 
design. Rather than intimidate students by confronting them with a page-size block 
of text, we have divided the page into smaller thematic units. Thus, readers can 
focus their attention and absorb each discrete discussion before proceeding to the 
next unit. The design of each page allows for sufficient white space to ease the visual 
task of reading. The illustrations, one of the most innovative features of the Hebrew 
edition, have been substantially enhanced and reproduced in color. 


The end result is a literary and artistic masterpiece. This has been achieved through 
the dedicated work of a large team of translators, headed by Rabbi Joshua Schreier; 
the unparalleled creative efforts of the gifted staff at Koren; and the inspired and 
impressive administrative skills of Rabbi Jason Rappoport, managing editor of 
the Koren Talmud Bavli project. 


It is an honor for me to acknowledge the role of Matthew Miller of Koren Publishers 
Jerusalem in this historic achievement. Without him this work would never have 
begun. Its success is attributable to his vision and supervision. I owe a great personal 
debt to him for selecting me as editor-in-chief, and I am continually astounded by 
his commitment to Jewish learning, the Jewish people, and the Jewish homeland. 


The group of individuals who surround Rabbi Steinsaltz and support his work 
deserve our thanks as well. I have come to appreciate their energy, initiative, and 
persistence. And I thank the indefatigable Rabbi Menachem Even-Israel, whom 
I cannot praise highly enough. The quality of his guidance and good counsel is 
surpassed only by his commitment to the dissemination and perpetuation of his 
father’s precious teachings. 


Finally, in humility, awe, and great respect, I acknowledge Rabbi Adin Even-Israel 
Steinsaltz. I thank him for the inspirational opportunity he has granted me to work 
with one of the outstanding sages of our time. 


Rabbi Tzvi Hersh Weinreb 
Jerusalem 5778 
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Preface by the Executive Editor 


The Koren Talmud Bavli is beginning its treatment of the fifth order of the 
Talmud, Kodashim, the Order of Consecrated Items. We are thereby moving from 
the mundane to the sublime, from the physical to the spiritual. As the Rambam 
wrote in his Guide of the Perplexed, it is the spiritual that constitutes the ultimate 
form of worshipping God. 


In the previous order, Nezikin, the Order of Damages, the primary focus is on 
actions and the ramifications of those actions, as they are manifest in the laws of 
damages, labor relations, transactions, and the like. One’s intent is less significant, 
as, for example, with regard to damages, the Sages stated (Sanhedrin 72a): One is 
liable whether the damage was unintentional or intentional, whether by unavoidable 
accident, or whether willingly. 


In Kodashim, the primary focus is on intent. Clearly, there are actions that must be 
performed; however, the effectiveness of those actions is dictated by the accompany- 
ing intent. This is exemplified by the laws governing the sacrifice of animal offerings. 
There are four sacrificial rites, which constitute the essence of the offering. They are: 
Slaughter, collection of the blood, conveying the blood to the altar, and sprinkling 
the blood on the altar. If during the performance of these rites one’s intent was to 
consume the offering after its designated time, the offering is disqualified. 


My involvement in the production of the Koren Talmud Bavli has been both a privi- 
lege and a pleasure. The Steinsaltz Center, headed by Rabbi Menachem Even-Israel 
and devoted to the dissemination of the wide-ranging, monumental works of Rabbi 
Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz, constitutes the Steinsaltz side of this partnership; Koren 
Publishers Jerusalem, headed by Matthew Miller, constitutes the publishing side 
of this partnership. The combination of the inspiration, which is the hallmark of 
the Steinsaltz Center, with the creativity and professionalism for which Koren is 
renowned and which I experience on a daily basis, has lent the Koren Talmud Barli 
its outstanding quality in terms of both content and form. 


I would be remiss if I failed to mention the contribution of Raphaél Freeman, who 
guided this project from its inception and is largely responsible for transforming 
the content of the Steinsaltz Talmud into the aesthetic Koren Talmud Bavli that is 
before you. He was succeeded by Dena Landowne Bailey, who has facilitated a 
seamless transition and has continued to ensure that the Koren Talmud Bavli lives 
up to the lofty standards that are the hallmark of Koren Publishers. 
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I would like to express my appreciation for Rabbi Dr. Tzvi Hersh Weinreb, the editor- 
in-chief, whose insight and guidance have been invaluable. Rabbi Jason Rappoport, 
the managing editor, has added professionalism to this project, systematizing the 
work of the large staff, and it is thanks to him that the project is proceeding with 
efficiency and excellence. Rabbi Dr. Joshua Amaru, the coordinating editor, oversees 
the work of the translators and editors, and is largely responsible for ensuring the 
consistently high quality of their work. The contribution of my friend and colleague, 
Rabbi Dr. Shalom Z. Berger, the senior content editor, cannot be overstated; his 
title does not begin to convey the excellent direction he has provided in all aspects 
of this project. The staff of copy editors, headed by Aliza Israel, with Ita Olesker 
as production coordinator, pleasantly but firmly ensures that the finished product 
conforms to standards and is consistently excellent. The erudite and articulate men 
and women who serve as translators, editors, and copy editors generate the content 
that is ultimately the raison d'etre of the Koren Talmud Bavli. 


Thanks to my former and present fellow occupants of the Koren beit midrash: Rabbi 
David Fuchs, Rabbi Yinon Chen, Efrat Gross, and others. Their mere presence 
creates an atmosphere conducive to the serious endeavor that we have undertaken 
and their assistance in all matters, large and small, is appreciated. 


At the risk of being repetitious, I would like to thank Rabbi Dr. Berger for intro- 
ducing me to the world of Steinsaltz. Finally, I would like to thank Rabbi Menachem 


Even-Israel, with whom it continues to be a pleasure to move forward in this great 
enterprise. 


Rabbi Joshua Schreier 
Jerusalem 5778 
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Introduction by the Publisher 


The Talmud has sustained and inspired Jews for thousands of years. Throughout 
Jewish history, an elite cadre of scholars has absorbed its learning and passed it on 
to succeeding generations. The Talmud has been the fundamental text of our people. 


Beginning in the 1960s, Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz xvw created a revolu- 
tion in the history of Talmud study. His translation of the Talmud, first into modern 
Hebrew and then into other languages, as well the practical learning aids he added 
to the text, have enabled millions of people around the world to access and master 
the complexity and context of the world of Talmud. 


It is thus a privilege to present the Koren Talmud Bavli, an English translation of 
the talmudic text with the brilliant elucidation of Rabbi Steinsaltz. The depth and 
breadth of his knowledge are unique in our time. His rootedness in the tradition and 
his reach into the world beyond it are inspirational. 


Working with Rabbi Steinsaltz on this remarkable project has been not only an honor, 
but a great pleasure. Never shy to express an opinion, with wisdom and humor, Rabbi 
Steinsaltz sparkles in conversation, demonstrating his knowledge (both sacred and 
worldly), sharing his wide-ranging interests, and, above all, radiating his passion. I am 
grateful for the unique opportunity to work closely with him, and I wish him many 
more years of writing and teaching. 


Our intentions in publishing this new edition of the Talmud are threefold. First, we 
seek to fully clarify the talmudic page to the reader — textually, intellectually, and 
graphically. Second, we seek to utilize today’s most sophisticated technologies, both 
in print and electronic formats, to provide the reader with a comprehensive set of 
study tools. And third, we seek to help readers advance in their process of Talmud 
study. 


To achieve these goals, the Koren Talmud Bavli is unique in a number of ways: 


e The classic tzurat hadaf of Vilna, used by scholars since the 1800s, has been reset 
for greater clarity, and opens from the Hebrew “front” of the book. Full nikkud 
has been added to both the talmudic text and Rashi’s commentary, allowing 
for a more fluent reading with the correct pronunciation; the commentaries of 
Tosafot have been punctuated. Upon the advice of many English-speaking teach- 
ers of Talmud, we have separated these core pages from the translation, thereby 
enabling the advanced student to approach the text without the distraction of the 
translation. This also reduces the number of volumes in the set. At the bottom 
of each daf, there is a reference to the corresponding English pages. In addition, 
the Vilna edition was read against other manuscripts and older print editions, so 
that texts which had been removed by non-Jewish censors have been restored to 
their rightful place. 
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e The English translation, which starts on the English “front” of the book, reproduces the menukad 
Talmud text alongside the English translation (in bold) and commentary and explanation (in a 
lighter font). The Hebrew and Aramaic text is presented in logical paragraphs. This allows for a 
fluent reading of the text for the non-Hebrew or non-Aramaic reader. It also allows for the Hebrew 
reader to refer easily to the text alongside. Where the original text features dialogue or poetry, the 
English text is laid out in a manner appropriate to the genre. Each page refers to the relevant daf. 


e Critical contextual tools surround the text and translation: personality notes, providing short 
biographies of the Sages; language notes, explaining foreign terms borrowed from Greek, Latin, 
Persian, or Arabic; and background notes, giving information essential to the understanding of 
the text, including history, geography, botany, archaeology, zoology, astronomy, and aspects of 
daily life in the talmudic era. 


e Halakhic summaries provide references to the authoritative legal decisions made over the centu- 
ries by the rabbis. They explain the reasons behind each halakhic decision as well as the ruling’s 
close connection to the Talmud and its various interpreters. 


e Photographs, drawings, and other illustrations have been added throughout the text — in full 
color in the Standard and Electronic editions, and in black and white in the Daf Yomi edition — 
to visually elucidate the text. 


This is not an exhaustive list of features of this edition; it merely presents an overview for the 
English-speaking reader who may not be familiar with the “total approach” to Talmud pioneered 
by Rabbi Steinsaltz. 


Several professionals have helped bring this vast collaborative project to fruition. My many col- 
leagues are noted on the Acknowledgments page, and the leadership of this project has been 
exceptional. 


RABBI MENACHEM EVEN-ISRAEL, DIRECTOR OF THE STEINSALTZ CENTER, was the driving 
force behind this enterprise. With enthusiasm and energy, he formed the happy alliance with Koren 
and established close relationships among all involved in the work. 


RABBI DR. TZVI HERSH WEINREB ¥’DW, EDITOR-IN-CHIEF, brought to this project his pro- 
found knowledge of Torah, intellectual literacy of Talmud, and erudition of Western literature. It is 
to him that the text owes its very high standard, both in form and content, and the logical manner 
in which the beauty of the Talmud is presented. 


RABBI JOSHUA SCHREIER, EXECUTIVE EDITOR, assembled an outstanding group of scholars, 
translators, editors, and copy editors, whose standards and discipline enabled this project to proceed 
in a timely and highly professional manner. 


RABBI MEIR HANEGBI, EDITOR OF THE HEBREW EDITION OF THE STEINSALTZ TALMUD, 
lent his invaluable assistance throughout the work process, supervising the reproduction of the 
Vilna pages. 


RAPHAEL FREEMAN created this Talmud’s unique typographic design which, true to the Koren 


approach, is both elegant and user friendly. 


It has been an enriching experience for all of us at Koren Publishers Jerusalem to work with the 
Steinsaltz Center to develop and produce the Koren Talmud Bavli. We pray that this publication will 
be a source of great learning and, ultimately, greater avodat Hashem for all Jews. 


Matthew Miller, Publisher 
Koren Publishers Jerusalem 


Jerusalem 5773 
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Introduction to Zevahim 


The sacrificial service in the Temple is one of the fundamental topics of the Torah, 
and according to Jewish belief it is one of the spiritual pillars upon which the world 
stands.' Although the Temple was destroyed, and the halakhot of the Temple service 
have come to be known as: Halakha for the messianic period,’ they have always 
been studied thoroughly. A complete order of the Talmud, Kodashim, is devoted 
to these topics. 
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Tractate Zevahim, referred to in the Talmud as: Slaughter of Offerings,‘ delineates 
the halakhot of animal offerings, and in particular, the halakhot of sacrificing them, 
e.g., the location of their sacrifice, the sacrificial process, and the manner in which 
animal offerings can be disqualified.’ The halakhot of meal offerings are detailed in 
tractate Menahot. 


Tractate Zevahim does not discuss topics such as the species from which each type 
of offering is brought, when it is brought, and for what purpose. These matters are 
addressed in other tractates, several of which are not in the order of Kodashim.* The 
details of the daily Temple service are described in tractate Tamid. 


Although the halakhot of offerings are described in the Torah at length,’ they are not 
organized in categories and according to principles, and many practical details are 
not explicit. Furthermore, the Torah allocates few verses to cases where the sacrificial 
process was not performed properly. These gaps are filled by the tradition of the Sages, 
which is recorded in the Mishna and Talmud in tractate Zevahim. Accordingly, the 
purpose of the tractate is to define and classify the halakhot of the different types of 
offerings, and to state the halakha in cases of deviation from the proper manner of 
sacrifice, whether unwittingly or intentionally. 


Animal offerings can be categorized in several ways. One categorization is into animal 
offerings and bird offerings, both of which are discussed extensively in this tractate. 
The types of animal from which offerings may be brought can also be divided by spe- 
cies, age, and sex. While some offerings can be brought from a wide variety of animals, 
others must be brought from a narrower range in terms of species, age, and sex. 


One may also distinguish between offerings of the most sacred order and offerings of 
lesser sanctity. Even within the former category, offerings whose blood is presented 
inside the Sanctuary are considered more sacred than offerings whose blood is 
presented on the altar in the courtyard. 


Offerings differ from each other also with regard to the location in which they are 
sacrificed. Certain offerings may be slaughtered only in the northern portion of the 
Temple courtyard, whereas others may be slaughtered anywhere in the courtyard. 
The blood of some offerings is presented on the upper half of the external altar, the 
blood of other offerings is presented on the lower half, and the blood of a third 
category of offerings is presented in the Sanctuary, or even in the Holy of Hollies. 
Within the category of offerings whose blood is presented on the external altar, the 
blood of some is presented once, that of others is presented twice on two opposite 
comers of the altar, and the blood of still other offerings is presented on all four 
corners of the altar. 


Whereas some offerings, e.g., communal offerings, must be sacrificed at a designated 
time, others are brought for atonement whenever necessary, and others are brought 
voluntarily, as gifts to God. 


There are offerings whose meat may not be eaten at all, e.g., inner sin offerings and 
burnt offerings; there are offerings whose meat is eaten by priests; and there are some 
offerings whose meat is shared by the priests and the owner of the offering. Some 
may be eaten only on the day they are sacrificed and on the following night; others 
may be eaten on the following day as well. 


Four sacrificial rites are required for all animal offerings: Slaughtering the animal, 
collecting its blood in a service vessel, conveying its blood to the altar, and present- 
ing the blood on the altar. Bird offerings require two sacrificial rites: Killing the bird 
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by pinching the nape of its neck, and presenting its blood on the altar. Once these 
rites have been performed properly, the offering is accepted. Still, the priests are 
afterward obligated, in the case of burnt offerings, to burn the offering on the altar, 
or in the case of other animal offerings, to burn specific portions on the altar. Only 
birds sacrificed as sin offerings do not have any portions that are burned on the altar. 


Whether or not lack of precision in the sacrificial process disqualifies an offering 
depends on the type of offering. Some are disqualified by any deviation from their 
defined location, time, and sacrificial process, while others are not disqualified so 
easily. 


Offerings can be disqualified not only if the one sacrificing the offering deviates from 
the correct sacrificial process, but also if he lacks proper intent. There are several lev- 
els ofimproper intent: If one performs one of the main sacrificial rites of an offering 
with intent that it be burned on the altar or eaten after its designated time, the offering 
is rendered piggul. Not only is piggul disqualified as an offering, but one who partakes 
of its meat is liable to receive the punishment of excision from the World-to-Come 
[karet]. If the intent of the one performing the rite is to burn the offering on the altar 
or to eat its meat outside the designated area, the offering is disqualified but it is not 
rendered piggul, and one who eats its meat is not liable to receive karet. Other inten- 
tions, namely, sacrificing an offering of a certain type for the sake of an offering of a 
different type or for the sake of the wrong person, do not disqualify most offerings, 
but they do prevent them from satisfying the owner’s obligation. In the case of a sin 
offering or a Paschal offering, such intent disqualifies the offering as well. 


The prohibition by Torah law against sacrificing an offering outside the Temple is 
also addressed in this tractate, as its halakhot are parallel to those of sacrifice inside 
the Temple. The general halakhic topic of mixtures of permitted and forbidden foods 
is discussed tangentially. 


The tractate also cites certain differences between the halakhot of offerings and other 
areas of halakha with regard to biblical exegesis. In addition, the halakhic discussions 
in the tractate are illuminated by several passages of aggada. 


Tractate Zevahim consists of fourteen chapters, the last eight of which are included 
in the present volume: 


Chapter Seven addresses deviation from the sacrificial process of bird offerings. It 
delineates those deviations that disqualify the offering and those that do not. 


Chapter Eight cites cases where offerings, or portions of offerings, are mixed together 
with other animals or offerings. 


Chapter Nine discusses cases in which animals or offerings that are unfit to be sacri- 
ficed but were brought onto the altar anyway are consequently burned on the altar. 
Similarly, certain items that were mistakenly placed in service vessels are consecrated. 


Chapter Ten delineates the order of precedence for different types of offerings. 


Chapter Eleven describes the process in which utensils that were used for the blood 
or flesh of an offering are subsequently cleaned to be rendered fit for use another time. 
It also relates to the issue of clothing on which the blood of an offering was sprayed. 


Chapter Twelve examines the halakhot of offerings after their blood and sacrificial 
portions are sacrificed. This includes distribution to the priests of its flesh and hide. 
The chapter distinguishes between priests who are fit to receive a portion of the 
offering and priests who are not fit. 
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Chapter Thirteen explores the prohibition of sacrificing an offering outside the 
Temple. 


Chapter Fourteen lists exemptions from the prohibition against sacrifice outside the 
Temple and periods in history when the prohibition did not apply. 


NOTES 


Avot 1:2. 

Zevahim 45a. 

The order of Kodashim exists only in the Babylonian Talmud and not in the Jerusalem Talmud. 
Some early authorities assert that there was an order of Kodashim in the Jerusalem Talmud and it 
was lost. 


Sanhedrin 51b. 


With regard to specific types of offerings, other tractates discuss their sacrificial process in greater 
detail. For example, the sacrificial process of the Paschal offering is delineated in tractate Pesahim, 
and the Yom Kippur service is discussed in tractate Yoma. 


For example, the halakhot of the Festival peace offering and the burnt offering of appearance in the 
Temple, brought on the pilgrimage Festivals, appear in tractate Hagiga in the order of Moed; the 
nazirite’s offerings are delineated in tractate Nazir in the order of Nashim; the offering brought for 
taking a false oath is discussed in tractate Shevuot in the order of Nezikin; the offering for an unwit- 
ting communal sin is discussed in tractate Horayot, also in the order of Nezikin; and the halakhot 
of a leper’s offering are detailed in tractate Nega’im in the order of Teharot. Conversely, tractate 
Hullin, which discusses the slaughter of non-sacred animals, appears in the order of Kodashim. 


Most of the halakhot of offerings are described in Leviticus. The others are stated in Exodus, 
Numbers, and Deuteronomy. 
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And every soul that eats a carcass, or a tereifa, 
whether he is home-born or a stranger, he shall 
wash his clothes, and bathe himself in water, and 
be impure until the evening; then shall he be pure. 


(Leviticus 17:15) 


A carcass, or a tereifa, he shall not eat to become 
impure with it; I am the Lord. 
(Leviticus 22:8) 


And the fat of a carcass, and the fat of a tereifa, may 
be used for any other service; but you shall in no 
way eat of it. 

(Leviticus 7:24) 


The first part of this chapter continues the discussion begun in the previous chapter 
with regard to the halakhot of improperly sacrificed bird offerings. The second part 
addresses the halakhot of the impurity of carcasses of birds, especially of disqualified 
bird offerings. 


As discussed in the previous chapter, there are two types of bird offerings: A burnt 
offering and a sin offering. These offerings are different from one another in both 
the manner and location of their sacrifice: The head of a burnt offering is completely 
severed and its blood squeezed from the neck onto the wall of the altar above the 
red line. The head of a sin offering remains partially attached, and its blood is first 
sprinkled directly from the neck onto the wall of the altar below the red line and 
the remainder is then squeezed onto the wall of the altar and drips onto the base. 
Additionally, a bird burnt offering that was sacrificed for the sake ofa different type of 
offering remains fit, while a sin offering sacrificed with such an intent is disqualified. 
These distinctions give rise to several ways in which a bird offering may be improperly 
sacrificed, and the chapter opens with a detailed list of such cases. 


Pursuant to the discussion of improperly sacrificed bird offerings, the chapter dis- 
cusses the ramifications of such cases with regard to one’s liability for the misuse of 
consecrated property and with regard to the impurity of a carcass. In general, once 
the meat of an offering is permitted to the priests for consumption it ceases to be 
consecrated property, and one who derives benefit from it is not liable for misuse of 
consecrated items. This is the halakha with regard to the sin offerings of birds as well. 
Bird burnt offerings are burned on the altar in their entirety and are never permitted 
to the priests for consumption, and so one will always be liable for their misuse. The 
Gemara discusses at length whether bird burnt offerings that are sacrificed as if they 
were sin offerings cease to be subject to the halakhot of misuse. 


As for the impurity of the carcasses of the birds: In general, any animal slaughtered 
improperly, e.g., a non-sacred bird slaughtered by pinching the nape of its neck, 
assumes the impurity status of a carcass, i.e., it is a primary source of ritual impurity. 
The Torah mandates that bird offerings be slaughtered by the pinching of the bird’s 
nape by a priest rather than by standard ritual slaughter. Proper pinching of a bird 
offering does not render it a carcass with regard to ritual impurity; on the contrary, 
it is a part of the sacrificial process. The Gemara discusses the limits of this excep- 
tion, including whether or not bird offerings pinched improperly, e.g., a sin offering 
pinched in the manner of a burnt offering, assume the impurity status of carcasses. 
These discussions give rise to others with regard to various cases in which the purity 
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of the bird’s meat may be questioned: Does the standard ritual slaughter of a sacrifi- 
cial bird render it a carcass since it should have been pinched? Do non-sacred birds 
that were pinched or slaughtered within the Temple courtyard assume the status of 
carcasses? Such questions and their ramifications with regard to other halakhot are 


the main subject of the chapter. 
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M I S HN A If the priest sacrificed a bird sin offering in 


its designated place below the red line, and 
he sacrificed it according to the procedure of a sin offering" with 
pinching, i.e., cutting from the nape with a fingernail, and sprinkling, 
and he sacrificed it for the sake of a sin offering, the offering is 
fit. This is the manner in which a priest is to sacrifice a sin offering 
ab initio. 


If the priest sacrificed the bird sin offering below the red line in the 
middle of the altar and according to the procedure ofa sin offering, 
but he sacrificed it for the sake of a burnt offering; or if he sacri- 
ficed it according to the procedure of a burnt offering, even if 
he sacrificed it for the sake of a sin offering; or if he sacrificed it 
according to the procedure of a burnt offering for the sake of a 
burnt offering; in all these cases the sin offering is disqualified."" 
If one sacrificed a bird sin offering above the red line according to 
the procedure of any of the offerings," it is disqualified,” because 
he did not sacrifice it in its designated place. 


A bird burnt offering that one sacrificed in its designated place 
above the red line" according to the procedure ofa burnt offering 
and for the sake of a burnt offering is fit. This is the manner in 
which a priest is to sacrifice a burnt offering ab initio. Ifhe sacrificed 
a bird burnt offering above the red line according to the procedure 
of the burnt offering but for the sake ofa sin offering, the offering 
is fit, but it did not satisfy the obligation of its owner. 


If the priest sacrificed a bird burnt offering according to the proce- 
dure ofa sin offering for the sake of a burnt offering, or according 
to the procedure ofa sin offering for the sake of a sin offering, the 
offering is disqualified. Ifhe sacrificed it below the red line accord- 
ing to the procedure of any of the offerings," it is disqualified," 
because he did not sacrifice it in its designated place. 


NOTES 


According to the procedure of a sin offering - nxvn mwya: 
As discussed in the mishna in the previous chapter (64b), the 
procedure of a bird sin offering differs from that of a bird burnt 
offering in two ways. First, the head of the burnt offering must be 
completely separated from its body when pinched, whereas the 
head of the sin offering must remain partially attached. Second, 
the blood of the sin offering is sprinkled directly from the neck 
onto the wall of the altar and then the priest squeezes out the 
remaining blood onto the base of the altar; for a burnt offering, 
the priest must simply squeeze out all of the blood at once onto 
the wall of the altar. 


The external altar 


For the sake of a burnt offering it is disqualified - aby o> 
mbps: This is because a bird sin offering, like other sin offerings, is 
disqualified when sacrificed not for its own sake; see the mishna 
(2a) and Gemara discussion (7a) on this topic. Tosafot cite the Torat 
Kohanim on the verse with regard to the bird sin offering: “And he 
shall sprinkle of the blood of the sin offering upon the side of the 
altar; and the rest of the blood shall be drained out at the base of 
the altar; itis a sin offering” (Leviticus 5:9). The superfluous phrase 


“itis a sin offering” is added to the verse to teach that the bird sin 


offering whose nape was pinched not for the sake of the offering 
is disqualified. Tosafot understand this to apply also to other rites 
performed not for the sake of the offering. 


Above the red line according to the procedure of any of the 
offerings it is disqualified - mhips fra nwyn nyay: The 
Gemara explains that this statement does not apply to the pinch- 
ing of a bird sin offering, which may be performed anywhere 
without disqualifying the offering, as discussed in the previous 
chapter (63b). Rather, it is referring to the sprinkling of the blood, 
which must be performed below the red line. 


Below the red line according to the procedure of any of the 
offerings it is disqualified — maps tn TWYND mond: A burnt 
offering is disqualified when the bird's nape is pinched or its 
blood is squeezed out below the red line, even if these rites are 
otherwise performed according to the proper procedure and 
with the proper intention (see 65a). 


HALAKHA 


Disqualified - aps: A bird sin offering that was pinched 
below the red line but according to the procedure 
of a burnt offering, or for the sake of a burnt offering, 
or both, is disqualified, in accordance with the ruling 
of the mishna (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 7:7). 


If one sacrificed it above the red line according to the 
procedure of any of the offerings - nwyna nwy ANDY 
thas: Asin offering that was sacrificed above the red line is 
disqualified, regardless of its procedure and the intention 
of the priest, in accordance with the mishna (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 7:5). 


Bird burnt offering that one sacrificed above the red 
line - aby axwyw qiy ndiy: A bird burnt offering 
that was sacrificed above the red line but according to 
the procedure of a sin offering is disqualified, no matter 
the purpose for which it was sacrificed. If it was sacri- 
ficed according to the procedure of a burnt offering but 
for the sake of a sin offering, it is fit but does not satisfy 
the obligation of the owner, in accordance with the rul- 
ing of the mishna (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 7:8, 15:1). 


If he sacrificed it below the red line according to the 
procedure of any of the offerings - nwya mond ARY 
ts: A bird burnt offering that was sacrificed below the 
red line is disqualified. This is the halakha even if the 
priest severed only the gullet or the windpipe below the 
red line and performed the rest of the pinching above 
the line (as per Hullin 29b), regardless of its procedure 
and for what sake it was sacrificed, in accordance with 
the ruling of the mishna (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 7:6). 
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HALAKHA 

With regard to what rite did he change — x23 W7: 
A bird sin offering that was sacrificed below the red 
line and pinched like a burnt offering by completely 
severing the head is disqualified. Likewise, if the 
priest placed the blood on the altar as if it were a 
burnt offering, squeezing it out rather than first sprin- 
kling it, the offering is disqualified (Likkutei Halakhot). 
These rulings are in accordance with the conclusion 
of the Gemara (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 7:7). 


Pinching is valid anywhere on the altar — apn 
mye nama nipa boa: Pinching is valid everywhere 
on the altar. Therefore, if the priest pinched a bird sin 
offering according to the procedure of a sin offering, 
and for the sake of a sin offering, but above the red 
line, the offering is fit as long as the blood is sprinkled 
below the red line, in accordance with the ruling of 
the Gemara (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
Hakorbanot 7:9; Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 7:5). 


NOTES 


Where he changed in the rite of sprinkling — 23W71 
meta: Rashi explains that in this case the priest 
changed the sprinkling but performed the pinching 
properly. This would be considered the procedure of 
a burnt offering even according to Rabbi Elazar, son 
of Rabbi Shimon. Others interpret the phrase to mean 
that the priest changed the sprinkling as well as the 
pinching (Panim Meirot). 


It is not in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehoshua - yim n Nb: It would be difficult to 
accept such a conclusion, as the halakha is always in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua in his 
disputes with Rabbi Eliezer. 


Is not liable for misusing consecrated property — px 
pwin: It is not self-evident from the mishna cited 
that Rabbi Yehoshua is referring specifically to a case 
where the burnt offering was pinched improperly. 
This is established later in the Gemara (67a), and it is 
assumed here. 
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G E M ARA’ According to the mishna, a bird sin offer- 


ing that one sacrificed according to the 
procedure of a burnt offering is disqualified. The Gemara asks: 
With regard to what rite did the priest change" the procedure? 
If we say that he changed the pinching by severing the head 
completely, as is proper for a burnt offering, shall we say that the 
mishna is not in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Elazar, 
son of Rabbi Shimon, who says: I heard that the priests would 
sever the head completely even in the sacrifice of a bird sin 
offering? 


The Gemara responds: And what is wrong with this conclusion? 
Have we not already explained that the mishna in the previous 
chapter (65a), with regard to pinching, is not in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon? 


The Gemara offers another explanation: No, the mishna is referring 
to a case where the priest changed the procedure in the rite of 
sprinkling" by squeezing out all the blood at once, as one would 
do with a burnt offering, rather than first sprinkling the blood on 
the altar as is proper for a sin offering. Under such circumstances, 
Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, would also agree that the 
offering is disqualified. 


This, too, stands to reason that the mishna is referring to a change 
in the sprinkling. This can be inferred from the fact that the mishna 
teaches in the latter clause: If one sacrificed a bird sin offering 
above the red line according to the procedure of any of the 
offerings, it is disqualified, and this applies even ifhe sacrificed it 
according to the procedure ofa sin offering and for the sake of 
a sin offering. With regard to what rite did the priest change the 
location of the procedure? If we say that he changed the pinching, 
performing it above the red line, didn’t the Master already say with 
regard to a bird sin offering that pinching is valid anywhere on 
the altar?" Rather, is it not that he changed the location of the 
sprinkling? And since the ruling of the latter clause is stated with 
regard to sprinkling, by inference, the ruling of the first clause is 
also stated with regard to sprinkling. 


The Gemara responds to this proof: Are the cases comparable? 
This case is as it is, and that case is as it is. Even if the ruling of the 
latter clause is stated with regard to a change in the location of the 
sprinkling, the ruling of the first clause may still be stated with 
regard to a change in the procedure of the pinching, in which case 
the mishna would not be in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon. 


§ According to the mishna, a bird burnt offering that one sacri- 
ficed according to the procedure of a sin offering is disqualified. 
The Gemara asks: With regard to what rite did the priest change 
the procedure? 


If we say that he changed the pinching of the bird’s nape by 
leaving the head partially attached, as is proper for a sin offering, 
then from the fact that the latter clause, i.e., the first clause of 
the next mishna (66b), teaches: All of the offerings enumerated 
above do not render one who swallows their meat ritually impure 
when it is in the throat, and one who benefits from them is liable 
for misuse of consecrated property, by inference, we must say 
that the mishna is not in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehoshua." As, if it is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehoshua, doesn’t he say later on in that mishna concerning a 
burnt offering whose nape was pinched according to the procedure 
of a sin offering: One who derives benefit from it is not liable for 
misusing consecrated property?" 
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Rather, the mishna must be referring to a change in the proce- 
dure of squeezing out the blood. Instead of squeezing out the 
blood, the priest sprinkled it on the wall of the altar as if it were 
a sin offering. In this case, even Rabbi Yehoshua would concede 
that one is liable for misusing it. 


But say the last clause of the subsequent mishna: In the case of 
a bird burnt offering that one sacrificed below the red line 
according to the procedure of a sin offering, and for the sake 
of asin offering, Rabbi Eliezer says: One who benefits from it 
is liable for misuse of consecrated property, as it remains a burnt 
offering. Rabbi Yehoshua says: One who benefits from it is not 
liable for misuse of consecrated property, as the bird assumes the 
status of a sin offering. Here, with regard to what rite did the 
priest change the procedure and perform it as if it were a sin 
offering? 


If we say that he changed the squeezing, this poses a difficulty, 
as it is reasonable to say that Rabbi Yehoshua says that one is 
not liable for misuse specifically when the priest changed the 
pinching, as pinching a burnt offering for a bird as though it 
were a sin offering changes its status; but does he say this in a 
case where it was pinched properly, and the priest changed the 
squeezing procedure alone? It is unreasonable to suggest that 
the offering changes its status at this later stage. 


Rather, this final clause must be referring to a change with 
regard to the pinching. But can it be that the first clause con- 
cerning a sin offering sacrificed as a burnt offering and the last 
clause concerning the dispute between Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi 
Yehoshua are both referring to a change with regard to the 
pinching," but the middle clause concerning a burnt offering 
sacrificed as a sin offering is referring to a change with regard 
to the squeezing? 


The Gemara answers: Indeed, the first clause and the last clause 
are referring to a change with regard to the pinching, and 
the middle clause is referring to a change with regard to the 
squeezing. 


MI S H NA And all of the offerings enumerated in 


the previous mishna, even those that are 
disqualified and may not be eaten or sacrificed, still differ from 
carcasses of unslaughtered kosher birds in that they do not ren- 
der one who swallows their meat ritually impure when the meat 
is in the throat.“ This is because the pinching of the napes of 
bird offerings, like the slaughter of animals, prevents them from 
assuming the status of a carcass. But nevertheless, since they are 
forbidden to the priests, one who derives benefit from any of 
them is liable for misusing consecrated property." This is the 
halakha in all cases except for the bird sin offering" that one 
sacrificed below the red line according to the procedure of the 
sin offering and for the sake of a sin offering. Since it was sacri- 
ficed properly and it is permitted for priests to partake ofa fit sin 
offering, there is no liability for misuse of consecrated property. 


Do not render one ritually impure when the meat is in the 
throat - aban maa papa pr: All bird offerings that have 
been disqualified by a change in their place, procedure, or desig- 
nation are not considered carcasses for purposes of ritual impurity, 
in accordance with the ruling of the mishna (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 


Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 7:9). 


One who derives benefit from any of them is liable for misuse 
of consecrated property except for the bird sin offering, etc. - 


HALAKHA 


any bird offering that was disqualified by a change in its place, 
procedure, or designation, except for a burnt offering that was 
sacrificed below the red line according to the procedure of a sin 
offering and for the sake of a sin offering. Even though such an 
offering does not satisfy its owner's obligation, one is still not 
liable for its misuse, since all its acts have been changed to an 
item for which there is no liability for misuse, in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua and the conclusion of the Gemara 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me'ila 3:7). 


ADV qiy7 nena yin ja Dyin: One is liable for the misuse of 


NOTES 


The first clause...with regard to pinching — ... KW] 
apna: Although the Gemara suggests earlier that the 
first clause referred to a change in sprinkling, this was 
only in an effort to reconcile the mishna with the opinion 
of Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon. Ultimately, the 
Gemara posits that the mishna is consistent with the 
mishna in the previous chapter and is not in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon 
(Rashi). 


Do not render one ritually impure when the meat is in 
the throat - man maa pray py: A kosher animal 
that dies without being properly slaughtered, in addition 
to being forbidden as food, is also considered a carcass 
that transmits ritual impurity to those who touch or carry 
it. Carcasses of kosher birds are unique in that they do 
not transmit ritual impurity through touch or carrying, 
but only when eaten, when an olive-bulk of meat enters 
he throat (see Torat Kohanim on Leviticus 17:15; Ram- 
bam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She‘ar Avot HaTumot, chapter 
3). Bird offerings are pinched and not slaughtered, but 
hey are nevertheless not considered carcasses because 
pinching is their proper method of slaughter. The mishna 
here teaches that this is the halakha even with regard to 
disqualified bird offerings. As long as they were disquali- 
fied within the sacred area, pinching was their proper 
method of slaughter and it does prevent them from 
assuming the status of a carcass. 


One...is liable for misusing consecrated property — 
ya Dyin: One is liable for the misuse of all offerings 
of the most sacred order, including bird offerings, from 
the time of their designation as an offering until the 
moment the sacrifice is complete and it is permitted for 
the priests to partake of the flesh. One who unintention- 
ally derives benefit from such an offering must repay 
the principal and an additional one-fifth to the Temple 
and bring a guilt offering for misuse of consecrated 
property (see Leviticus 5:14—-16). A bird burnt offering, 
even when sacrificed properly, is burned in its entirety 
on the altar and never permitted to the priests, and one 
is therefore always liable for its misuse until its burning is 
complete and its ashes are removed to the place of the 
ashes (Me‘ila 9a). Bird sin offerings as well, if improperly 
sacrificed, are never permitted to the priests, and one 
therefore remains liable for their misuse. 
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NOTES 


Rabbi Yehoshua says: One who derives benefit from 
it is not liable for misusing consecrated property — 
GE! Dwin Pts maix ywi ay: Some understand this to 
mean ve according to Rabbi Yehoshua the offering 
has become a fit sin offering for all intents and purposes. 
Even though the Gemara (68a) teaches that it does 
not satisfy the obligation of its owner, the priests are 
still permitted to eat it, and one therefore ceases to be 
liable for its misuse (Tiferet Yisrael). Others understand 
that according to Rabbi Yehoshua the sin offering is 
disqualified, yet one is nevertheless not liable for its 
misuse. Even though Rabbi Yehoshua established a 
principle that one is always liable for misuse of offerings 
that have not been permitted to the priests (Me’ila 2a), 
there are exceptions (Josafot). 


Perek VII 
Daf 67 Amuda 


HALAKHA 


Offerings of the most sacred order that one slaugh- 
tered in the south — oiv12 oNww Dw IP wp: Offer- 
ings of the most sacred order that were slaughtered in 
the south of the Temple courtyard, or were otherwise 
disqualified before the blood was applied to the altar, 
remain subject to the prohibition against misuse since 
they were never permitted to the priests. The liability for 
misuse in such cases is by rabbinic law, as discussed on 
2b in tractate Me‘ila (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me‘ila 
3:1, and Kesef Mishne and Mahari Kurkus there). 
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In the case of a bird burnt offering that one improperly sacrificed 
below the red line according to the procedure of the sin offering, 
and one did so for the sake of a sin offering, Rabbi Eliezer says: 
One who derives benefit from it is liable for misusing consecrated 
property, as it remains a burnt offering, whose meat is never per- 
mitted to the priests. Rabbi Yehoshua says: One who derives 
benefit from it is not liable for misusing consecrated property.’ 
Since the entire sacrificial process was conducted according to 
the procedure of a sin offering, the offering assumes the status 
of a sin offering in this regard. 


The mishna recounts the dispute between the tanna’im. Rabbi 
Eliezer said: And if in the case ofa sin offering that was sacrificed 
for its sake, one is not liable for misusing it, and nevertheless, 
when one changed its designation and sacrificed it not for its sake, 
one is liable for misusing it, then in the case of a burnt offering, 
where one is liable for misusing it even when it was sacrificed for 
its sake, when one changed its designation and sacrificed it not 
for its sake is it not right that he is liable for misusing it? 


Rabbi Yehoshua said to him: No, that a fortiori inference is not 
correct, as if you said with regard to a sin offering for which one 
changed its designation and sacrificed it for the sake of a burnt 
offering that there is liability for misuse, this is reasonable, because 
he changed its designation to an item for which there is liability 
for misuse. Would you say in the case of a burnt offering for 
which one changed its designation and sacrificed it for the sake 
ofa sin offering that there is liability for misuse, as in that case he 
changed its designation to an item for which there is no liability 
for its misuse? 


Rabbi Eliezer said to him: The case of offerings of the most 
sacred order that one slaughtered in the south" of the Temple 

courtyard and slaughtered for the sake of offerings of lesser 
sanctity, will prove that the fact that one changed the offering’s 

designation to an item that is not subject to the halakhot of misuse 

is not a relevant factor. As in this case, one changed their designa- 
tion to an item that is not subject to the halakhot of misuse and, 
nevertheless, one is liable for misusing them. You too should not 
be puzzled about the burnt offering, concerning which even 
though one changed its designation to an item that is not subject 
to the halakhot of misuse, the halakha is that one would be liable 

for misusing it. 


Rabbi Yehoshua said to him: No, that is no proof, as if you 
said with regard to offerings of the most sacred order that one 
slaughtered in the south of the Temple courtyard, and slaugh- 
tered them for the sake of offerings of lesser sanctity, that one is 
liable for misusing them, that is reasonable. The reason is that 
one who slaughtered them changed their designation to an item 
for which there are both prohibited and permitted elements as 
offerings of lesser sanctity. Although one is not liable for misuse 
of their flesh, after the blood is sprinkled one is liable for misuse of 
the portions consumed on the altar. Would you say the halakha 
is the same in the case of a burnt offering for which one changed 
its designation to an item that is permitted in its entirety, i.e., 
a bird sin offering, which is eaten by the priests and none of it is 
burned on the altar? 
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Ẹ E M A The discussion between Rabbi Eliezer and 

Rabbi Yehoshua is taught in a baraita, 
where it is recounted in greater detail: Rabbi Eliezer said to Rabbi 
Yehoshua: The case of a guilt offering that one slaughtered in the 
north of the Temple courtyard for the sake of a peace offering 
will prove my point, as here the one who performed the slaughter 
changed its designation to an item for which there is no liability 
for misuse, and yet one is liable for misusing it. And you too 
should not be puzzled about the bird burnt offering that was 
sacrificed as a sin offering, concerning which even though the 
one who performed the slaughter changed its designation to an 
item for which there is no liability for misuse, the halakha is that 
one is liable for misusing it. 


Rabbi Yehoshua said to him: No, if you say that this this is the 
halakha with regard to a guilt offering sacrificed as a peace offer- 
ing, as although the one who performed the slaughter changed 
its designation, he still did not change its location but sacrificed 
it in the north of the Temple courtyard, which is the appropriate 
location for both guilt offerings and peace offerings, shall you also 
say that this is the halakha with regard to a bird burnt offering 
sacrificed below the red line as a sin offering, where the one 
who performed the slaughter changed its designation and also 
changed its location? 


Rabbi Eliezer said to him: A guilt offering that one slaughtered 

in the south of the Temple courtyard for the sake of a peace 

offering will prove my point," as here the one who performed 

the slaughter changed its designation and also changed its loca- 
tion, and yet one is liable for misusing it. You too should not be 

puzzled about the bird burnt offering that was sacrificed below 
the red line as a sin offering, concerning which even though 

the one who performed the slaughter changed its designation 

and also changed its location, the halakha is that one is liable 

for misusing it. 


Rabbi Yehoshua said to him: No, if you say that this this is the 
halakha with regard to a guilt offering sacrificed as a peace offer- 
ing, in which case the one who performed the slaughter changed 
its designation and changed its location, but he did not change 
its procedure, shall you also say that this is the halakha with 
regard to a bird burnt offering sacrificed entirely according to the 
procedure of a sin offering, in which case the one who performed 
the slaughter changed its designation and procedure and also 
changed its location? 


The baraita ends here, and it would appear that Rabbi Eliezer had 
no response to this claim. Rava said: Why? Let him say to Rabbi 
Yehoshua that a guilt offering that one slaughtered in the south 
of the Temple courtyard for the sake of a peace offering with a 
deviation with regard to the offering’s owner, i.e., he slaughtered 
it for the sake of someone other than the offering’s owner, will 
prove my opinion; as this is tantamount to a case where the 
one who performed the slaughter changed its designation and 
changed its location and also changed its procedure, yet one is 
liable for its misuse. 


Rava concluded: Since he did not say this to him, learn from it 
that at this stage Rabbi Eliezer grasped Rabbi Yehoshua’s line of 
reasoning; as Rav Adda bar Ahava says that Rabbi Yehoshua 
would say the following reasoning: In the case of a bird burnt 
offering that one sacrificed below the red line according to the 
procedure of a sin offering and for the sake of a sin offering, 
once he pinched one of the organs that must be severed in ritual 
slaughter [siman], i.e., either the gullet or the windpipe, the offer- 
ing is removed from its status as a burnt offering and becomes a 
bird sin offering. 


NOTES 


A guilt offering that one slaughtered in the south 
for the sake of a peace offering will prove my 
point - mae ond owd oina pnw owy: This 
is the proof that Rabbi Eliezer offers i in ‘the. mishna. 
A guilt offering is an offering of the most sacred 
order, while a peace offering is an offering of lesser 
sanctity. 


Learn from it that Rabbi Eliezer grasped Rabbi 
Yehoshua's line of reasoning, etc. — mm 7a yaw 
nar ywin aT mayyy de N: Since Rabbi Eliezer 
did not continue challenging Rabbi Yehoshua, he 
must have understood that his reasoning did not 
stem from the number of changes made in the offer- 
ing's procedure. Rabbi Yehoshua reasoned instead 
that one is liable for misuse of a burnt offering sacri- 
ficed as a sin offering because of a unique principle, 
that such an offering changes its type altogether. 
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PERSONALITIES 


Rabbi Bena’a — 7822 +37: One of the last of the tanna‘im, 
Rabbi Bena’a was not born in Eretz Yisrael but came from 
abroad, although his exact place of origin is unknown. His 
profession is not known, but in Eretz Yisrael, he marked 
graves so that priests could avoid ritually impurity. His per- 
manent place of residence was Tiberias, where he founded 
a large academy. The great amora Rabbi Yohanan studied 
Torah from Rabbi Bena’a and it was he who transmitted 
most of his statements. Rabbi Bena’a was famed for his 
wisdom. He also maintained important relationships with 
he gentile authorities. In the Jerusalem Talmud, he is 
called Rabbi Benaiah. 
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The Gemara challenges: If so, then in the case of a bird sin offering 
that one sacrificed above the red line according to the procedure 
ofa burnt offering, too, as soon as he pinches one siman it should 
be removed from its status as a sin offering and become a bird 
burnt offering. And if you would say that indeed that is so, this is 
difficult: But doesn’t Rabbi Yohanan say in the name of Rabbi 
Bena’a’ that this is the accurate presentation of the mishna? What, 
does he not mean that this is the accurate presentation in the 
sense that Rabbi Yehoshua’s principle applies specifically to the 
case stated in the mishna, namely, that of a burnt offering sacrificed 
as a sin offering, and to nothing more? 


The Gemara answers: No, what Rabbi Bena’a means is that this 
is the accurate presentation of the entire mishna. Just as Rabbi 
Yehoshua disagrees with Rabbi Eliezer with regard to a bird burnt 
offering sacrificed entirely as a sin offering, he holds similarly that 
a bird sin offering sacrificed entirely as a burnt offering assumes the 
status of a burnt offering. 


Rav Ashi said: The two cases are different. Granted, Rabbi Yeho- 
shua’s principle applies to a bird burnt offering that one sacrificed 
below the red line according to the procedure of a sin offering 
and for the sake of a sin offering. Since the method of preparing 
this bird sin offering is by pinching one siman, and the method of 
preparing that bird burnt offering is by pinching two simanim, 
and since there can be no bird burnt offering below the red line, 
therefore once he pinched one siman below the red line, the offer- 
ing is removed from its status as a burnt offering and becomes a 
bird sin offering. 


But one cannot say this with regard to a bird sin offering that was 
sacrificed as a burnt offering. Since the Master said with regard 
to the bird sin offering: Pinching is valid everywhere on the altar, 
it follows that as soon as one pinched one siman for the sake of 
a burnt offering it was disqualified, like any other sin offering 
pinched for the sake of a different type of offering. Consequently, 
when he then pinched the other siman according to the procedure 
of a burnt offering, how could it then be removed from its status 
as a sin offering and become a bird burnt offering? 


§ The Gemara discusses the matter itself, that Rav Adda bar Ahava 
says that Rabbi Yehoshua would say: In the case of a bird burnt 
offering that one sacrificed below the red line according to the 
procedure ofa sin offering and for the sake of a sin offering, once 
he pinched one siman, the offering is removed from its status as a 
burnt offering and becomes a bird sin offering. 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a challenge to this principle 
from a mishna in tractate Kinnim (24a). A woman after childbirth 
must bring two bird offerings: A burnt offering and a sin offering. 
The mishna discusses a case where two women after childbirth, 
one of whom already brought her burnt offering and one of whom 
already brought her sin offering, bring their remaining offerings to 
the Temple, a sin offering for this one and a burnt offering for that 
one," but confusion has arisen as to which bird is which. 


A sin offering for this one and a burnt offering for that one - 
ih ayy ity) Mwxwn: Ifa priest took a group of birds of which half 
were sin offerings and half were burnt offerings, and he sacrificed 
all of them above the red line or all of them below it, half are 


HALAKHA 


line and half below without knowing which was which, all are 
disqualified, since the sin offerings may all have been sacrificed 
as burnt offerings and vice versa (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 8:8). 


fit and half are disqualified. If he sacrificed half above the red 
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If the priest sacrificed both of them above the red line, half of 
the birds, i.e., one of them, is fit, as in any event the burnt offering 
has been sacrificed properly, and half of the birds, i.e., the other 
one, is disqualified. Likewise, ifhe sacrificed both of them below 
the red line, half are fit, as in any event the sin offering was sacri- 
ficed properly, and half are disqualified. If he sacrificed one 

above the red line and one below, they are both disqualified, as 

I say that perhaps the sin offering was sacrificed above, and the 

burnt offering was sacrificed below. 


But according to Rav Adda bar Ahava’s explanation of Rabbi 
Yehoshua’s principle, the sin offering should be deemed fit in any 
event; even though the burnt offering was indeed sacrificed 
below the red line, it should be removed from its status as a burnt 
offering and become a bird sin offering. 


The Gemara rejects this claim: It is reasonable to say that Rabbi 
Yehoshua stated his principle with regard to one person, whose 
offering the priest sacrificed below the red line instead of above 
it; but did he state it with regard to two people, one of whose 
offering the priest sacrificed for the sake of the other person? 
In the case of the two women, the priest sacrificed the offering 
for the sake of a different person altogether, and Rabbi Yehoshua 
would concede that such an offering does not become a sin 
offering. 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear another challenge from a 
mishna in tractate Kinnim (24a). The mishna discusses a case of 
two women who jointly brought three pairs of birds, as follows: 
The birds of one pair were designated as a sin offering and a burnt 
offering respectively, but it was not specified which woman’s 
obligation they were to satisfy; and the second pair was unspeci- 
fied as to which bird was to be which offering; and the third pair 
was specified" as to both the type of offering of each bird and 
whose obligation each bird was to satisfy. 


If the priest sacrificed all of them above the red line, half of the 
birds are fit, as in any event the burnt offerings have been sacri- 
ficed properly, and half are disqualified. Likewise, ifhe sacrificed 
all of them below the red line, half are fit, as in any event the 
sin offerings were sacrificed properly, and half are disqualified. 
If he sacrificed half of every pair above the red line and half of 
it below, but it is unclear which bird he sacrificed above and 
which he sacrificed below, only the unspecified pair is fit," as by 
sacrificing one above and one below the priest has in effect des- 
ignated them. And since the women brought the birds jointly, the 
fit pair is divided between them," one bird counting toward 
the obligation of each woman. 


The mishna teaches that only the unspecified pair is fit, while the 
specified birds are not, as perhaps each bird was sacrificed on the 
wrong side of the red line and disqualified. But why" should that 
be the halakha? According to Rav Adda bar Ahava’s explanation 
of Rabbi Yehoshua’s principle, even if the burnt offering was 
indeed sacrificed below the red line, it should be removed from 
its status as a burnt offering and become a bird sin offering. 


And if you would say that this mishna is not in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua, how can you say that? 


The Gemara explains: Come and hear evidence that the mish- 
nayot in tractate Kinnim are in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehoshua from another mishna in the same chapter (24b): 
The mishna discusses the case of awoman who said: It is incum- 
bent upon me to bring one nest, i.e., one pair of bird offerings, if 
I give birth to a male" child. Since all women who give birth must 
bring one pair of birds in any event, if she ultimately gave birth 
to a male, she must bring two nests, one for her vow and one 
for her obligation. 


HALAKHA 


A sin offering and a burnt offering and the second 
pair was unspecified and the third pair was specified — 
MOTIN MONI ayy DKON: In a case where two peo- 
ple jointly brought three pairs, one of which consisted 
entirely of burnt offerings, the second entirely of sin 
offerings, and the third of a burnt offering and a sin 
offering, but they did not designate which bird of the 
third pair was which, if the priest sacrificed all of them 
above the red line or all of them below, half are fit and 
half are disqualified. If he sacrificed half of them above 
the red line and half below, the first two pairs are dis- 
qualified, as the first may have been sacrificed below the 
red line and the second above. The third pair is fit, and 
it is split between the two owners, in accordance with 
the ruling of the mishna (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 8:10—11). 


It is incumbent upon me to bring one nest if | give 
birth to a male - 131 -oy DX}? by om: Ifa woman 
vowed to bring a pair of birds if she gave birth to a male 
and in fact gave birth to a male, she must bring two 
pairs, one of two burnt offerings for her vow and one 
of a burnt offering and a sin offering for her obligation. 
If she brought both pairs of one species of bird, and the 
priest mistakenly sacrificed two of the birds above the 
red line and two below, she must bring an additional 
bird burnt offering to replace the one disqualified. If 
she had instead brought one pair of doves and one 
pair of pigeons, she must now bring one burnt offer- 
ing of each species to ensure that she fulfills both her 
vow and her obligation, in accordance with the ruling 
of the mishna (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 10:1). 


NOTES 


Only the unspecified pair is fit - Kby TPH WY 
mainp: According to Rashi, this is the “halakha if it is 
certain that the priest split that pair and sacrificed one 
above the red line and one below. If not, one would 
have to suspect that the priest sacrificed both of the 
birds above or both below, disqualifying one of them. 
By contrast, the Ra'avad and Ba'al HaMaor understand 
he mishna as addressing a case where the identity of 
he birds was completely unknown. Rabbi Shimshon 
of Saens explains that even if both members of the 
unspecified pair were sacrificed above the red line such 
hat only its burnt offering was fit, itis still inevitable that 
asin offering from one of the other pairs will have been 
sacrificed below the red line, and vice versa. Therefore, 
one burnt offering and one sin offering will be fit in 
any event, and while they may not both be from the 
unspecified pair itself, the mishna uses the term loosely 
(Shita Mekubbetzet). 


And the fit pair is divided between them — npon 
tia: According to Rambam and Rabbi Ovadya Barte- 
nura, the women themselves may decide which offer- 
ing will be attributed to whom (Tiferet Yisrael). Rashi 
explains that it is unknown which offering must be 
attributed to which woman. They therefore must jointly 
bring another two birds and sacrifice one as a burnt 
offering and one as a sin offering, and they must stipu- 
late that each offering will satisfy the obligation of the 
one needing to sacrifice that offering. According to 
Rabbi Shimshon of Saens, it could even be the case 
that both fit offerings must be attributed to the same 
woman, in which case the stipulation for the replace- 
ment pair will be more complex. 


But why -Nax Rashi notes that this question is being 
asked about the pair for which it was specified which 
type of offering each bird was, but not which woman's 
obligation each bird would satisfy, since it has already 
been established that Rabbi Yehoshua's principle does 
not go so far as to let an offering satisfy the obligation 
of anyone other than its owner. 
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LANGUAGE 
Bird [perida] — 75: In Hebrew, this word denotes a 
single entity, i.e., a single bird of a pair. Some claim that 
the word has its roots in the Greek atepistos, pteridios, 
meaning winged. 


HALAKHA 


Specified her vow — FI wp: If the woman brought 
two pairs of the same species to the priest and specified 
which was to be for her vow and which was to be for 
her obligation, and the priest may have sacrificed one 
entire pair below the red line and one above, she must 
bring two burnt offerings and one sin offering to ensure 
she fulfills both her vow and her obligation. If she had 
instead brought one pair of doves and one pair of pigeons 
and specified that the doves were for her vow, she must 
now bring four birds: Two burnt offerings of doves to 
ensure she fulfills her vow, and two of either species for a 
burnt offering and sin offering to fulfill her obligation, in 
accordance with the ruling of the mishna (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 10:2). 
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MATAR 


If she gave them to the priest without specifying which bird is to 
be which type of offering, the priest must sacrifice three above the 
red line and one below. This is because the obligatory pair must 
consist of a burnt offering and a sin offering, while a pair of birds 
brought to fulfill a vow must consist of two burnt offerings. 


Ifthe priest did not do so, but rather, thinking that both pairs were 
obligatory, sacrificed two above and two below, and he did not 
consult the woman before sacrificing them, she must bring one 
more bird [perida] and sacrifice it above the red line to satisfy her 
remaining obligation. 


This is the halakha only if both pairs were of the same species of 
bird, either doves or pigeons; but if the two pairs were of two dif- 
ferent species, and the priest does not remember which pair he 
sacrificed first, she must bring two" more birds, one of each species. 
Whichever pair was sacrificed first is deemed the obligatory pair, 
and the woman must bring a bird of the other species to satisfy her 
remaining obligation of a burnt offering. But since it is not known 
which species of bird that is, she must bring one of each. 


If the woman initially specified which species of bird she would 
bring for her vow™" but subsequently forgot what species she speci- 
fied, and she then brought two pairs of a single species, and the 
priest mistakenly sacrificed two birds above the red line and two 
below, then she must bring three more birds, all as burnt offerings. 
One must be of the species she brought, to replace the bird mistak- 
enly sacrificed below, and the other two must be of the other species, 
in case that was the species she specified in the first place. 


This is the halakha only if both pairs that she brought were of the 
same species. But if they were of two different species, and the 
priest does not remember which pair he sacrificed first, she must 
bring four, two of each species. This is because no matter which 
species she specified, the priest may have sacrificed the pair of that 
species first, leaving none of that species to satisfy even part of her 
vow. She therefore may still need to satisfy an entire vow of either 
species. 


The mishna continues: If, besides forgetting which species of bird 
she specified to bring for her vow, the woman also committed to 
sacrificing the birds of her vow" together with the burnt offering of 
the obligatory pair, but the priest mistakenly sacrificed two birds 
above the red line and two below, 


NOTES 


But if they were of two different species she must bring two — 
DD WIN pIa wins: The explanation here follows Rashi, who 

holds that one cannot bring two birds of different species to 

satisfy one vow. Since one burnt offering has already counted 

toward the vow, the second burnt offering must match it in 

species. According to the Rambam, two birds of different species 

may satisfy one vow, although they still may not be brought as 

an obligatory pair. The Rambam therefore explains the case as 

‘ollows: The priest in fact sacrificed both birds of one pair above 

he line and both others below. The two sacrificed above the 

ine satisfy the vow in full. Of those sacrificed below, one counts 

oward the obligation as a sin offering, and the other is disquali- 
fied. The woman must bring another burnt offering of the same 

species as the sin offering to satisfy her obligation, but since it 
is unknown which species that is, she must bring one of each 

Tiferet Yisrael). The Rambam interprets the continuation of the 

mishna in the same vein. 


Specified her vow, etc. = 131 AYN MWB: The explanation here 
ollows Rashi. The Rambam explains the case as follows: The 
woman did not specify the species of bird to bring for her vow; 
rather, she specified to the priest which pair to sacrifice for her 


vow and which for her obligation. The priest sacrificed one pair 
in its entirety below the red line and one above without paying 
attention to which he sacrificed where. No matter which pair the 
priest sacrificed above the line, at least one burnt offering will 
have been fit, counting either toward her obligation or toward 
her vow. The woman must therefore replace the remainder by 
bringing another two burnt offerings and a sin offering. If instead, 
he woman brought one pair of each species and specified one 
of them, e.g., doves, for her vow, she must bring four birds, per 
he following logic: If the doves were sacrificed below the red 
ine and disqualified, she must bring two doves as burnt offer- 
ings to replace her vow and a pigeon as a sin offering to replace 
he disqualified obligatory sin offering. But if the doves were 
sacrificed above the red line, the obligatory burnt offering was 
disqualified, and she now must bring a pigeon as a burnt offering 
o replace it. Consequently she is forced to replace all four birds 
o satisfy both her vow and her obligation. 


Committed her vow - AY nyap: The explanation here follows 
Rashi. The Rambam explains the phrase to mean that she speci- 
fied which species of bird to bring for her vow, much as Rashi 
interpreted the previous case. 
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she must bring another five birds and sacrifice them all above 
the red line as burnt offerings. Since her commitment was not satis- 
fied, she has not fulfilled even part of her vow. She must therefore 
bring two burnt offerings of each species to ensure that she fulfills 
her vow, and she must bring another bird to replace the initial 
obligatory burnt offering and fulfill her commitment to bring them 
together. 


This is the halakha only if both pairs that she brought were of the 
same species. But if they were of two different species, and the 
priest does not remember which he sacrificed first as the obligatory 
pair, she must bring six, two of each species to ensure that she 
fulfills her vow, and one more of each species to ensure that she 
properly replaces the original burnt offering of the obligatory pair 
and fulfills her commitment. 


If the woman specified the species of bird for her vow but then 
forgot which species she specified, and she gave two pairs of birds 
to the priest" but does not know now what species she gave, or 
even if she gave him one or two species of birds, and the priest 
went and sacrificed the birds but does not know now what he 
sacrificed where, in this case, she must bring seven birds, as 
follows: Four birds, two of each species, for her vow; and two 
more birds, one of each species, for her obligatory burnt offering, 
in case the priest sacrificed a sin offering of a certain species and 
the burnt offering must now match that species; and one sin offer- 
ing of either species, in case the priest sacrificed them all as burnt 
offerings. 


Ben Azzai says she must bring two sin offerings, one of each 
species, as he holds that if the priest sacrificed a bird of a certain 
species specifically as the obligatory burnt offering, the sin offering 
must now match that species. 


The mishna concludes: Rabbi Yehoshua said that there is a parable 
that explains this situation: This is what people say about a sheep: 
When it is alive it makes one sound, and when it is dead it 
makes seven sounds. Its two horns become trumpets, its two 
shinbones become flutes, its skin becomes a drumhead, its large 
intestines become harp strings, and its small intestines become 
lyre strings. Here too, because of the uncertainty as to what had 
occurred, the woman must bring seven extra birds. Since Rabbi 
Yehoshua summarizes the mishna, the mishnayot in this chapter 
must be in accordance with his opinion. According to Rav Adda 
bar Ahava’s explanation of Rabbi Yehoshua’s principle, burnt offer- 
ings of birds sacrificed as sin offerings become valid sin offerings. 
Why then, according to these mishnayot, are they disqualified? 


The Gemara responds: Rav Adda bar Ahava’s explanation is not at 
odds with these mishnayot; while it is reasonable to say, i.e., to 
explain, that Rabbi Yehoshua said that the offering becomes a sin 
offering insofar as to exclude one who derives benefit from it from 
liability for misuse of consecrated property, did he say that it 
becomes a sin offering so expansively as to indicate that it would 
satisfy the owner’s obligation?" In the cases in the mishnayot in 
Kinnim, all burnt offerings that were sacrificed as sin offerings are 
not subject to the halakhot of misuse of consecrated property, but 
the women must nevertheless bring replacement offerings. 


HALAKHA 


To satisfy the owner's obligation — mainh mb pond: A bird 
burnt offering whose nape was pinched below the red line 
according to the procedure of a sin offering for the sake of a 
sin offering is not subject to misuse. This is because its status 


has changed to a sin offering, for which there is no misuse. 
Nevertheless, it does not satisfy its owner's obligation, in accor- 
dance with the conclusion of the Gemara (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Me'ila 3:7). 


NOTES 
She gave them to the priest, etc. - 3) is} pana: According 
to Rashi, this is a continuation of the previous case. Here too, 
the woman both specified the species of bird to bring for 
her vow and committed to bringing all the burnt offerings 
at once. The difference is that in this case the priest may not 
have split each pair and sacrificed one above and one below; 
he may have sacrificed an entire pair below and an entire 
pair above or sacrificed all the birds on either side of the 
line. According to the Rambam, the woman specified what 
species of bird to bring for her vow and forgot, and she then 
also designated which of the pairs she brought was to satisfy 
her vow and which her obligation. 
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MI S H N A With regard to any of those people disqua- 


lified from performing the Temple service 
who pinched" the nape of a bird offering, their pinching is not 
valid, but the offering’s meat does not render one who swallows 
it ritually impure" when it is in the throat, as would the meat of 
a kosher bird that was not ritually slaughtered. If a priest pinched 
it with the thumbnail of his left hand," or if he pinched it at night, 
or if he slaughtered a non-sacred bird inside the Temple court- 
yard or a sacrificial bird outside’ the Temple courtyard, in all these 
cases, although it is prohibited to consume these birds, they do 
not render one ritually impure when they are in the throat, 
as the halakhic status of pinching is like that of slaughtering. 


If he pinched with a knife" and not with his thumbnail; or if 
he pinched a non-sacred bird inside the Temple courtyard or a 
sacrificial bird outside" the Temple courtyard; 


HALAKHA 


Any of those disqualified from Temple service who pinched — 
wa pram ba: If anyone disqualified from performing Temple 
service pinched the nape of a bird offering, the pinching is not 
valid. Nevertheless, the bird is not considered a carcass, and 
its meat does not render one who swallows it ritually impure 
when it is in his throat (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 7:1). 


Pinched with his left hand, etc. - ^3) xnwa pon: If the priest 
pinched the nape of a bird offering at night, or if he slaughtered 
a non-sacred bird within the Temple courtyard or a consecrated 
bird outside of it, the bird is not considered a carcass, in accor- 


But it does not render one who swallows it ritually impure, 
etc. — 131 KAVA İYN]: Generally speaking, animals that die with- 
out having been properly slaughtered are considered carcasses, 
the meat of which may not be eaten and which transmit ritual 
impurity. Pinching a bird's nape is not considered proper slaugh- 
ter, and pinched birds are therefore considered carcasses. Offer- 
ings of birds in the Temple are the exceptions to this rule, as the 
Torah specified pinching as the proper method of slaughter for 
bird offerings. This mishna teaches that in certain cases a pinched 
bird offering will not be fit for consumption but pinching will 
still be considered to have been its proper method of slaughter. 
Consequently, despite being disqualified, the offering will not be 
considered a carcass for purposes of ritual impurity. 


NOTES 


dance with the mishna. This is also the case if the priest pinched 
with his left hand (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMuk- 
dashin 7:1 and Mahari Kurkus there, and Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Shear Avot HaTumot 3:12). 


Pinched with a knife, etc. - ^3) p203 pon: Ifa priest pinched the 
nape of a bird offering with a knife, or if he pinched a non-sacred 
bird within the Temple courtyard or a consecrated bird outside of 
it, the bird is considered a carcass, in accordance with the mishna 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 7:3 and Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 3:12). 


Slaughtered a non-sacred bird inside the Temple courtyard 
or a sacrificial bird outside - yna DWP) ODS phan vnw: 
Generally speaking, slaughter always prevents a bird from assum- 
ing the status of a carcass, even bird offerings that should have 
been pinched (see 69a). It follows that even if one slaughtered 
a consecrated bird in the Temple, its meat would not transmit 
ritual impurity. 


Pinched a non-sacred bird inside the Temple courtyard or a 
sacrificial bird outside - yna pwp oa pan por: Even if 
one pinched the nape of a non-sacred bird outside the Temple, 
the meat will still transmit ritual impurity, since pinching is con- 
sidered the proper method of slaughter only for consecrated 
birds inside the Temple (see Rambam’s Commentary on the 
Mishna). 
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or if he pinched doves whose time of fitness for sacrifice has not 
yet arrived," as they are too young to be sacrificed; or ifhe pinched 
pigeons” whose time of fitness has passed, as they are too old; 
orif he pinched the nape of a fledgling whose wing was withered," 
or whose eye was blinded, or whose leg was severed; in all these 
cases, although the bird’s nape was pinched, it renders one who 
swallows it ritually impure when it is in the throat. 


This is the principle:" The meat of any bird that was initially fit 
for sacrifice and whose disqualification occurred in the course of 
the service in the sacred Temple courtyard does not render one 
who swallows it ritually impure when it is in the throat. The meat 
of any bird whose disqualification did not occur in the sacred 
area, but rather was disqualified before the service began, renders 
one ritually impure when it is in the throat. 


G E M ARA Rav says: Pinching with the thumbnail of 

the left hand and pinching at night do not 
cause the offering’s meat to render one who swallows it ritually 
impure when it is in the throat as would the carcass of an unslaugh- 
tered bird; but pinching by anon-priest" and pinching, i.e., cutting 
from the nape of the neck, with a knife rather than the fingernail 
do cause the meat to render one ritually impure when it is in 
the throat." 


The Gemara challenges: What is different about the first two cases 
that prevents the bird from assuming the status of a carcass? Temple 
service with the left hand has an instance of validity during the 
service on Yom Kippur, when the High Priest enters the Holy of 
Holies holding the spoon of incense in his left hand. And Temple 
service at night has an instance of validity in the burning of 
limbs and fats of offerings on the altar, which may be burned 
throughout the night. But a non-priest also has an instance of 
validity in the slaughter" of animal offerings. Why then does 
Rav rule that pinching by a non-priest renders the bird a carcass? 
The Gemara answers: Slaughter is not considered a full-fledged 
sacrificial rite, and therefore it cannot be compared to pinching. 


HALAKHA 


Doves whose time of fitness has not yet arrived — Ya xo pin 
at: If the priest pinched a dove whose time of fitness had not yet 
arrived, or a pigeon whose time of fitness had passed, or a bird 
with a withered wing or a blinded eye or a severed leg, the bird is 
considered a carcass and transmits ritual impurity, in accordance 
with the ruling of the mishna (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 7:2). 


This is the principle - an mt: Any bird offering that was dis- 
qualified in the sacred area is not considered a carcass, and any bird 

offering that was not disqualified in the sacred area is considered a 

carcass, in accordance with the ruling of the mishna (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 7:2). 


Non-priest — Yt: The Rambam does not rule explicitly as to whether 
the pinching of a non-priest renders the bird a carcass. It seems that 
that he rules in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan that 


it does not, as he paraphrases the language of the mishna that the 
pinching of any of those disqualified for Temple service does not 
render the bird a carcass. Similarly, he rules that a bird pinched by a 
non-priest that ascended onto the altar shall not descend, indicat- 
ing that this is considered a disqualification within the sacred area. 
The Rambam also generally rules in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yohanan in his disputes with Rav (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 3:15, 7:1). 


Non-priest...in slaughter - mwmw 3...1: The slaughter performed 
by non-priests is valid even for offerings of the most sacred order, 
and even for communal offerings. This is derived from the verse: 
“And he shall slaughter the bull before the Lord; and Aaron's sons, 
the priests, shall present the blood” (Leviticus 1:5), which teaches 
that the service of the priests begins only with the collection of the 
blood (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 9:6). 
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BACKGROUND 

Doves or pigeons — 734 3 prin: The pigeon men- 
tioned here is the domestic pigeon, Columba livia 
domestica, and the dove mentioned is the European 
turtle dove, Streptopelia turtur, a migratory bird from 
the family Columbidae that can be seen in Eretz 
Yisrael during the spring and late summer. The Torah 
specifies that offerings of pigeons must be young, 
and it is inferred by contrast that offerings of doves 
must be mature. The mishna in tractate Hullin (22a) 
stipulates that the boundary age for both is an early 
stage of development at which the certain feathers 
begin to turn yellow in pigeons or ruddy in doves. 
Before this point doves are disqualified for sacrifice, 
and pigeons are disqualified beyond it. 


Turtledove 


Pigeons 


NOTES 


Whose wing was withered, etc. — ^3) 753 Wav: 

The Torah commands that animal offerings be 
unblemished but makes no such demand with 

regard to bird offerings. Nevertheless, in tractate 
Kiddushin (24b) the Sages derive from the verse: 
“And if his offering to the Lord is a bird burnt offer- 
ing” (Leviticus 1:14), that some blemishes disqualify 
even birds, such as a withered wing, a severed leg, 
ora blinded eye, since no animal missing a limb may 
be sacrificed on the altar. Josafot explain that this is 
the halakha specifically if the eye was removed, but 
others understand that being blind in and of itself 
qualifies as the lack of a limb. 


Pinching by a non-priest...cause the meat to 
render one ritually impure when it is in the 
throat - aya maa pav... N: Rashi explains 
that this statement includes others disqualified for 
Temple service, such as an acute mourner or one 
who is uncircumcised. According to this understand- 
ing, Rav is not in accordance with the mishna but 
rather with a divergent opinion among the Sages 
(see Tosefta, Zevahim 7:23). According to the Rid, 
Rav is referring only to non-priests and holds that 
they do not fall into the category of disqualified 
persons mentioned in the mishna. Accordingly, the 
disagreement between Rav and Rabbi Yohanan is 
whether or not non-priests are considered part of 
that category. 
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—————__ BACKGROUND | 

Red heifer — 15: In order to render one impure from ritual 
impurity imparted by a human corpse, one must undergo puri- 
fication by means of water mixed with the ashes of a red heifer 
(see Numbers, chapter 19). This heifer and all of its hairs must 
be entirely red, and even two black hairs disqualify it for this 
ritual. Similarly, it may not have any blemishes, nor may it have 
been used for any labor. The red heifer was slaughtered on the 
Mount of Olives outside Jerusalem, and its blood was sprinkled 
seven times in the direction of the Temple. Its body was then 
burned on a special pyre, to which cedar-wood, hyssop, and 
crimson wool were added (see Numbers 19:6). The ashes from 
this pyre were then gathered and mixed in a vessel with water 
drawn from a spring. Three hyssop branches were dipped in 
the water which was then sprinkled on the impure person. A 
single drop from the mixture suffices to purify the individual, 
and it does not matter where on his body the water lands. 


Sprinkling the water of the red heifer 


Item consecrated for Temple maintenance - m37 p12 Wp: 
The red heifer is not considered an offering. This is evidenced 
by its place of slaughter, which is not in the Temple, but on 
the Mount of Olives. The distinction that generally applies to 
offerings between acts that are considered rites and must be 
performed by a priest and those that are not considered rites 
and may be performed by a non-priest does not hold with 
regard to the red heifer. Rather, the entire rite of the red heifer 
must be performed by a priest. Since the red heifer was con- 
secrated, it has the level of sanctity of other items consecrated 
for Temple maintenance, but since it is slaughtered for a sacred 
purpose many of the halakhot of offerings apply to it (Meiri). 


Leprous marks — D»y32: Leprosy is one of the primary sources 
of ritual impurity and is particularly severe in that it imparts 
ritual impurity to items found in the same enclosure, as 
would a corpse. Although traditionally translated as leprosy, 
the affliction referred to in the Torah is not necessarily the 
medical equivalent of that disease. The halakhot governing 
these symptoms are articulated at length in Leviticus, chapters 
13-15, and in the Mishna, in tractate Nega‘im. There are several 
types of leprosy, such as that of the skin, the hair, of articles 
of clothing, and of houses. When a mark appears, it is exam- 
ined by a priest, and only a priest is authorized to determine 
whether to quarantine the affected person for a certain period 
or to declare immediately that the mark is or is not leprosy. 
While the Jewish people were in the wilderness, one afflicted 
with leprosy was sent out of the camp until the affliction was 
cured. In Eretz Yisrael lepers were sent out of walled cities. A 
cured leper undergoes specific rites outside the city as well 
as a special purification ceremony in the Temple itself which 
includes bringing several offerings. 


Chamber in the Temple where lepers would immerse 
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The Gemara asks: And is it not a full-fledged rite? But doesn’t 
Rabbi Zeira say that the slaughter ofa red heifer’ by a non-priest" 
is not valid, which indicates that it is a full-fledged rite? And Rav 
showed a source in the Torah for this halakha: The verses con- 
cerning the red heifer mention both Elazar the priest as performing 
the slaughter and the word “statute,” which is mentioned in the 
verse: “This is the statute of the law” (Numbers 19:2), teaching 
that Elazar’s involvement was halakhically required. 


The Gemara answers: The red heifer is different, as it has the 
halakhic status ofan item consecrated for Temple maintenance” 
rather than for sacrifice on the altar. Therefore, its slaughter cannot 
teach the halakha concerning an actual offering. 


The Gemara asks: But can it not be inferred a fortiori that slaughter 

is a sacrificial rite? If animals that have the status of items con- 
secrated for Temple maintenance, which are of lesser sanctity, 
require slaughter by the priesthood, is it necessary to say that the 

slaughter of animals consecrated for sacrifice on the altar, which 

are of greater sanctity, is a sacrificial rite that should require a priest? 

Apparently, the fact that non-priests may slaughter offerings proves 

that certain sacrificial rites apply to them. 


Rav Sheisha, son of Rav Idi, said: The slaughter of a red heifer 
does not constitute Temple service at all, and therefore it cannot 
be compared to the slaughter of an offering. The halakha is just 
as it is with regard to the examination of the shades of leprous 
marks,"" which does not constitute Temple service but requires 
a declaration of purity or impurity by the priesthood. 


The Gemara asks: But let us derive from the halakha of a private 
altar, which was a valid medium for sacrificing offerings before 
the Temple was built, where non-priests were permitted to pinch 
the napes of bird offerings, that there is a circumstance in which 
pinching by non-priests is valid. Why then does the bird assume 
the status of a carcass when the pinching is performed by a 
non-priest? 


The Gemara answers: One cannot derive the halakhot of the 
Temple service from the halakhot of a private altar, which was 
considered non-sacred by comparison. 


The Gemara asks: And can one not derive the halakhot of the 
Temple service from the halakhot of a private altar? But isn’t it 
taught in a baraita: From where is it derived with regard to an 
item, e.g., the limbs of an offering, which emerged from the Temple 
courtyard and was thereby rendered unfit for sacrifice upon the 
altar, that if it nevertheless ascended upon the altar it shall not 
descend? It is derived from the fact that an item that emerged 
is valid for sacrifice on a private altar. This indicates that one can 
learn from the halakhot of a private altar with regard to the Temple 
service. 


a 
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Slaughter of a red heifer by a non-priest - 113 775 Now: 
Even the slaughter of a red heifer is valid when performed 
by anon-priest, as in all instances of slaughter, in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan in tractate Yoma 43b 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 1:2). 


The red heifer is...an item consecrated for Temple main- 
tenance - M37 p14 WIP m18: The red heifer is considered 
an item consecrated for Temple maintenance. Nevertheless, 
because it is called a sin offering in the Torah, it is disqualified 
if it possesses a blemish that would disqualify an offering. 
One who derives benefit from the red heifer before it has 
been burned is also liable for misuse of consecrated property 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me‘ila 2:4 and Mahari Kurkus 
there, and Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Para Aduma 1:7). 


Shades of leprous marks — 09933 nixya: Although anyone 
may inspect a mark, only a priest has the prerogative to 
declare it impure as leprosy. Consequently a priest who is 
not knowledgeable as to the appearance of leprosy may 
consult with one knowledgeable about these matters, who 
will advise him as to whether to declare the mark pure or 
impure or to quarantine the affected person. The priest, even 
if he is a minor or mentally incompetent, must issue the final 
declaration, in accordance with the verse (Deuteronomy 21:5): 
“According to their word shall every controversy and every 
stroke be” (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Tzara‘at 9:2). 
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The Gemara answers: The tanna of that baraita relies on the verse: 
“This is the law of the burnt offering [ha’ola]” (Leviticus 6:2), 
from which it is derived that any item that ascends [ola] upon the 
altar shall not descend from it, even if it was disqualified. In other 
words, the verse is the actual source for the halakha of the baraita, 
whereas the case of a private altar is cited merely in support of 
this ruling. 


Until this point the Gemara has discussed the opinion of Rav, who 
holds that the pinching of a non-priest renders the bird a carcass 
with regard to ritual impurity. But Rabbi Yohanan says: If a non- 
priest pinched the nape ofa bird offering, the meat does not render 
one who swallows it ritually impure when it is in the throat;" but 
if a priest pinched it, i.e., cut it from the nape of the neck, with a 
knife, the meat renders one ritually impure when it is in the throat. 


The Gemara brings proof for the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan from 
that which we learned in the mishna: If any of those disqualified 
for Temple service pinched the nape of a bird offering, their pinch- 
ing is not valid, but the meat does not render one who swallows it 
ritually impure when it is in the throat. Granted, according to 
Rabbi Yohanan, the word: Any, is written to add that even the 
pinching of a non-priest does not render the bird a carcass. But 
according to Rav, who holds that it does render the bird a carcass, 
what is added by the word: Any? 


The Gemara answers: It is written to add pinching with the left hand 
or pinching at night. The Gemara challenges: The word: Any, is 
unnecessary with regard to teaching the cases of pinching with the 
left hand and pinching at night, as they are taught in the mishna 
explicitly. The Gemara answers: According to Rav, the word: Any, 
is not meant to add a specific case. Rather the mishna teaches the 
principle and then explains using specific examples. 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear proof from the continuation 
of the mishna: This is the principle: The meat of any bird whose 
disqualification occurred during the course of the service in the 
sacred Temple courtyard does not render the garments of one who 
swallows it ritually impure when the meat is in the throat. Granted, 
according to Rabbi Yohanan, the word: Any, is written to add that 
even the pinching of a non-priest does not render the bird a carcass. 
But according to Rav, who holds that it does render the bird a 
carcass, what is added by the word: Any? 


The Gemara responds: And according to your reasoning, one 
could infer the opposite from the following clause: The meat of any 
bird whose disqualification did not occur in the sacred Temple 
courtyard transmits ritual impurity to one who swallows it. Here, 
according to Rabbi Yohanan, what disqualification is added if not 
pinching by a non-priest? 


Rather, both clauses add other disqualifications not mentioned in 
the mishna. The former clause, concerning an offering that was 
disqualified in the Temple courtyard, is written to add that the 
slaughter of sacrificial birds inside" the Temple courtyard does 
not render them carcasses. The latter clause, with regard to an 
offering disqualified outside the Temple courtyard, is written to 
add that the pinching of non-sacred birds outside the Temple 
courtyard does render them carcasses. 


NOTES 

The tanna relies on the verse: This is the law of the 
burnt offering - => “pap niyy min mine Kan: The 
Gemara (84b) cites a baraita deriving the source of this 
halakha from the verse. The phrase “law of the burnt 
offering” teaches that even disqualified offerings shall 
not descend from the altar once they have ascended. 
The Gemara concludes that this includes only offerings 
disqualified within the sacred area. Still, an offering that 
leaves the Temple courtyard falls into this category, since 
it already entered the sacred area and was disqualified 
only because it left (Rashi manuscript). 


But Rabbi Yohanan says: If a non-priest pinched, the 
meat does not render one ritually impure when it is 
in the throat — Aybar mars KAVA PX VWN prin aN: 

According to Rashi, Rabbi Yohanan derives this halakha 
from the validity of the service of non-priests on pri- 
vate altars, but according to Tosafot, he derives it from 
the validity of slaughter by disqualified people in the 
Temple. 


HALAKHA 
Slaughter of sacrificial birds inside - mwg nwnw 
093: If one slaughtered sacrificial birds inside the 
Temple courtyard, the meat does not render one who 
swallows it ritually impure when it is in his throat 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 7:1 
and Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She'ar Avot HaTumot 3:13). 
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LANGUAGE 


| heard [shamati] — yw: The term: | heard, usually 
refers to the attestation of a student to a tradition 
received from his teacher. At times other Sages will 
directly question the bearer of the attestation as to the 
authenticity or precision of the attested tradition. At 
other times the bearer of the attestation may confess 
to forgetting details of the tradition, or he may attest 
to a tradition concerning a halakha similar to, but not 
identical with, the one under discussion. 


NOTES 


In the case of pinching it shall not descend — apn 
mn x5: This passage of the Gemara is concerned with 
the status of the bird as a carcass, not with the permis- 
sibility of its sacrifice if it accidentally was brought 
onto the altar. Nevertheless, the two halakhot are 
intertwined, since the principle noted in the mishna 
hat any bird whose disqualification occurred in the 
sacred area does not transmit ritual impurity is also 
he criteria for allowing the sacrifice of disqualified 
offerings accidentally brought onto the altar (see 84a). 
The Gemara justifies this halakha using evidence from 
he practices on private altars, just as it justified the 
opinion of Rabbi Yohanan earlier with respect to the 
bird’s status as a carcass (Tosafot). 
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It is taught in a baraita in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yohanan: In a case where a non-priest pinched a bird offering, or a 
priest disqualified from the Temple service pinched it, or it became 
piggul, i.e., it was sacrificed with the intent to consume it beyond its 
designated time, or it became notar, i.e., its meat remained uneaten 
beyond its designated time, or it became ritually impure," in all these 
cases, even though the meat of these birds may not be consumed, 
they still do not render one who swallows them ritually impure 
when they are in the throat. 


Rabbi Yitzhak says: I heard [shamati]' two halakhot, one concern- 
ing the removal of a handful from a meal offering by a non-priest 
for burning on the altar, and one concerning the pinching of a bird 
offering by a non-priest." Although both offerings are disqualified, I 
heard that one shall descend from the altar if it ascended, and one 
shall not descend; but I do not know which halakha applies to 
which case. Hizkiyya said: It stands to reason that in the case of the 
removal of the handful the offering shall descend and in the case of 
pinching the offering shall not descend." 


The Gemara asks: What is different about pinching by a non-priest 
that would allow the bird to be sacrificed if it ascended onto the altar? 
If the difference is that for a non-priest to do so would be valid on a 
private altar, where all sacrificial rites were performed by non-priests, 
this does not constitute a difference, as the removal of the handful 
by a non-priest would also be valid on a private altar. 


And if you would say that no handfuls were removed on private altars 
because no meal offering was sacrificed on a private altar, as meal 
offerings were brought before the construction of the Temple only 
on the altar in the Tabernacle, you must also say that there was no 
pinching either, as according to this opinion no birds were sacrificed 
on a private altar either. 


As Rav Sheshet says: According to the statement of the one who 
says that a meal offering was sacrificed on a private altar, birds 
were sacrificed on a private altar. According to the statement of the 
one who says that no meal offering was sacrificed on a private altar, 
no birds were sacrificed there either. What is the reason for this? 
This is because the Torah, in describing the offerings brought at 
Mount Sinai, before the Tabernacle was built, mentions slaughtered 
offerings (see Exodus 24:5) but not meal offerings; it mentions 
slaughtered offerings, i.e., animal offerings, but not birds. 


Rather, say that even though both pinching the nape of a bird offer- 
ing and removing the handful of a meal offering by a non-priest are 
valid on a private altar, the halakhot of meal offerings sacrificed on a 
private altar cannot be compared to those of meal offerings sacrificed 
in the Temple. This is because in the case of a meal offering sacrificed 
on a private altar, there is no consecration in a service vessel of the 
handful removed from it. By contrast, in the Temple, the handful 
must always be consecrated in a service vessel. 


HALAKHA 


Became piggul or notar or ritually impure — xavT1 nin Diwan: 
A bird sin offering or a bird burnt offering that became piggul, notar, 
or ritually impure does not render one who swallows it ritually 
impure when it is in his throat since its disqualification occurred 
in the sacred area, in accordance with the ruling of the baraita 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 7:9). 


Removal of a handful by a non-priest and pinching by a non- 
priest- WNIM qapa: A bird offering pinched by a non-priest 
or by others disqualified for Temple service that was placed upon 
the altar for burning shall not descend. A handful removed from 
a meal offering by a non-priest that ascended onto the altar shall 
descend. Since the handful was removed by a non-priest, it is 
considered to never have been consecrated in a service vessel, in 
accordance with the opinion of Hizkiyya and the conclusion of the 
Gemara (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 3:15). 
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§ The mishna rules that if a priest pinched with his left hand, or 
if he pinched at night, the offering does not render one ritually 
impure when in his throat. With regard to this issue the Sages 
taught: One might have thought that invalid pinching that occurs 
inside’ the Temple courtyard, such as pinching with the left 
hand or pinching at night, would cause the offering to render the 
garments of one who swallows it ritually impure when it is in 
the throat. Therefore the verse states: “Every soul that eats a 
carcass... shall be impure until the evening” (Leviticus 17:15). Bird 
offerings whose napes were pinched inside the Temple courtyard 
are not considered carcasses. 


The Gemara asks: Isn’t a bird offering whose nape was pinched 
inside the Temple courtyard also a carcass? Rather, the halakha 
of the mishna is derived from that which the verse states: “Every 
soul that eats a carcass or a tereifa®...shall be impure until the 
evening” (Leviticus 17:15). A tereifa is an animal with a wound 
that will cause it to die within twelve months. It is derived from 
this verse that just as having the status of a tereifa does not render 
permitted any forbidden’ bird, so too, any type of death that does 
not render permitted any forbidden bird renders the animal a 
carcass with regard to ritual impurity. 


Consequently, invalid pinching that is performed inside the 
Temple courtyard is excluded, since it renders permitted a for- 
bidden bird, as it is permitted to sacrifice such a disqualified 
offering if it ascended onto the altar, whereas it was prohibited to 
sacrifice such a disqualified offering if it was not pinched. The meat 
of such an offering therefore does not render the garments of 
one who swallows it ritually impure when it is in the throat. 


This principle includes two other cases of invalid pinching, for 
which the Gemara gives a two-word mnemonic: Ketz, hefetz. 
These words are acronyms for the cases of one who pinches the 
napes of sacrificial birds outside" the Temple courtyard, and 
one who pinches the napes of non-sacred birds whether inside 
the Temple courtyard or outside of it. Since these offerings do 
not render permitted any forbidden bird, as these offerings may 
not be sacrificed even if brought onto the altar, they render the 
garments of one who swallows them ritually impure when they 
are in the throat. 


It is taught in another baraita: One might have thought that the 
slaughter of non-sacred birds inside the Temple courtyard, or the 
slaughter of sacrificial birds whether inside or outside of it, would 
cause their meat to render the garments of one who swallows it 
ritually impure when it is in the throat. Therefore the verse states: 
“Every soul that eats a carcass... shall be impure until the evening’ 
Birds that have been slaughtered in this manner are not considered 
carcasses, and so they do not impart ritual impurity. 


1) 


The Gemara asks: Isn’t a bird slaughtered in one of these manners 
also a carcass? Rather, it is derived from that which the verse 
states: “Every soul that eats a carcass or a tereifa... shall be impure 
until the evening,” as follows: Just as the status of a tereifa is the 
same, if the bird is slaughtered inside the Temple courtyard as it 
is if the bird is slaughtered outside of it, i.e., forbidden, so too all 
forbidden birds whose status is the same if slaughtered inside 
the Temple courtyard as it is if they were slaughtered outside of 
it constitute carcasses. 


Consequently, the slaughter of non-sacred birds inside the 
Temple courtyard, or of sacrificial birds whether inside or out- 
side of it, is excluded, since the status of such birds is not the 
same if they are slaughtered inside the Temple courtyard as if 
they are slaughtered outside of it. The meat of such an offering 
therefore does not render the garments of one who swallows 
it ritually impure when it is in the throat. 
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NOTES 


One might have thought that pinching that occurs inside - 
moa WIW apn bin»: The majority of the early commen- 
taries interpret the baraita as cited here to be referring to 
bird offerings pinched improperly, e.g., with the left hand 
or at night, within the Temple courtyard (Rashi manuscript; 
Commentary of Rabbi Shimshon of Saens on Torat Kohanim; 
Rid; Tosafot). Properly pinched bird offerings are not consid- 
ered carcasses, since they are permitted to the priests for 
consumption by the verse: “This shall be yours of the most 
sacred items, reserved from the fire.. every sin offering of 
heirs” (Numbers 18:9). Still, Rashi interprets the baraita here 
as referring to properly pinched bird offerings, but claims 
hat it is not superfluous since it adds that even burnt offer- 
ings of birds, which are burned whole on the altar and not 
permitted to the priests for consumption, are not considered 
carcasses. Others understand the baraita to add that even 
properly pinched sin offerings of birds, which are permitted 
o the priests but forbidden to non-priests (see Yevamot 32b), 
nevertheless do not transmit ritual impurity even to non- 
priests who unlawfully eat them (Rabbeinu Hillel's commen- 
ary on Torat Kohanim; Zevah Toda; commentary attributed 
o Ra‘avad). 


Just as a tereifa does not render permitted any forbid- 
den — VERT NN Ma VRY MDW TMA: Some understand 
his clause to mean that the proper pinching of a tereifa, 
specifically, does not render permitted any prohibited item, 
as opposed to the improper pinching of a fit bird, which will 
render it permitted for burning on the altar if it ascended 
onto it. This interpretation can follow only the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehuda (69b), who holds that a properly pinched 
tereifa may not be burned even if it ascended onto the altar, 
but this opinion cannot be reconciled with the opinion of 
Rabbi Meir, who holds that a properly pinched tereifa may 
be burned (Shita Mekubbetzet; commentary attributed to 
Ra’avad on Torat Kohanim). Rashi understands the clause to 
mean that a bird's status as a tereifa per se does not render 
permitted any prohibited item, as opposed to the pinching 
of a bird burnt offering within the Temple courtyard, which 
permits it to be burned on the altar and therefore prevents 
it from assuming the status of a carcass. Others explain the 
clause to mean that the status of a tereifa prevents a bird from 
ever becoming permitted to be eaten, even when properly 
slaughtered, as opposed to the pinching of a bird sin offering, 
which renders it permitted for consumption by the priests 
(Rabbeinu Hillel on Torat Kohanim; Gra on Torat Kohanim). 


HALAKHA =—W¥———__—_- 
Pinching that occurs inside — mah Naw apn: A bird 
offering that was pinched inside the Temple courtyard and 
was fit for sacrifice at the time of pinching that had no blem- 
ish is ritually pure (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot 
HaTumot 3:13). 


One who pinches sacrificial birds outside, etc. — pina 
^D yina Dw: If one pinched sacrificial birds outside or 
non-sacred birds either inside or outside, the meat renders 
one who swallows it ritually impure when it is in his throat 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 7:3 and 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 3:12). 


BACKGROUND 


Tereifa — 79W: Generally speaking, a tereifa is an animal 
suffering from a condition that will cause it to die within 
twelve months. It is prohibited by Torah law to eat an animal 
that has been injured or is stricken with a disease of this 
nature even if it undergoes ritual slaughter, although the 
actual source for this prohibition is a matter of dispute. Some 
authorities cite Exodus 22:30: “You shall not eat any flesh 
that is torn of animals in the field,’ while others suggest 
Deuteronomy 14:21: “You shall not eat of anything that died 
of itself” According to the Minhat Hinnukh and others, both 
verses together serve as the source for the prohibition. 
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NOTES 

Rava says, etc. — 13131 12%: One is liable for the slaugh- 
ter of consecrated animals outside the Temple only if the 
slaughter was performed properly. Since the Gemara 
(107a) establishes that one who slaughters, rather than 
pinches, sacrificial birds outside the Temple is liable, it 
follows that this must be considered the birds’ proper 
method of slaughter in some respect, so slaughtering a 
bird offering should prevent the offering from assuming 
the status of a carcass. 


HALAKHA 


Slaughter of a bird outside the Temple courtyard... 
to render one liable to karet - m3 jay yin none: 
One who slaughters sacrificial birds outside the Temple 
courtyard is liable to receive karet, since this is the proper 
method of slaughter for non-sacred birds outside the 
Temple (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKor- 
banot 18:18; see also Ra'avad and Maggid Mishne there). 
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AnI DI Ww xb pan xwa The Gemara challenges: Granted, the status of non-sacred birds is 
pha SPN IPN — DWT xbx not the same if slaughtered inside the Temple courtyard as if they 
f : ayy are slaughtered outside of it, as if slaughtered inside the Temple 
courtyard they are forbidden, while if slaughtered outside of it they 
are permitted. But with regard to sacrificial birds, in both this case 
and that case, whether slaughtered inside the Temple courtyard or 
outside of it, they are disqualified. 


Wy 


yin now b aoyin DN: xI% Rava says:" The halakha with regard to slaughtered sacrificial birds 
aaau ib byin xb - mas ian outside the Temple should not be derived from the verse at all, 
mi i Dms but rather by logic. If the slaughter of a sacrificial bird outside the 
Temple courtyard has sufficient effect on it as proper slaughter 
to render the one who slaughtered it liable to excision from the 
World-to-Come [karet]," which is the punishment for slaughtering 
offerings outside the Temple courtyard (see 107a), could it be that 
it does not have sufficient effect on the bird as proper slaughter 
to render it ritually pure by preventing it from assuming the status 
of a carcass? 


ana kaia) 


x) Dyin 7 thya D3, MWN The Gemara asks: We found a source for the halakha with regard to 
y maa peat the slaughter of sacrificial birds outside the Temple courtyard; from 
"i *** T where do we derive this halakha with regard to their slaughter inside 
the Temple courtyard? The Gemara answers that it is derived from 
the principle articulated above: Since their status is not the same 
if they are slaughtered inside the Temple courtyard as if they are 
slaughtered outside of it, as one who slaughters a sacrificial bird 
outside the Temple courtyard is liable to receive karet, the status of 
a carcass does not apply. 


ary) mi YIN DWP pong PIJIN The Gemara challenges: If so, it follows that if the priest pinched 
yna maa WwW x54 sacrificial birds outside the Temple courtyard, they are also not 
"fs" TO TF considered carcasses, as their status is not the same if they are 
pinched inside the Temple courtyard as if they are pinched outside 
of it; if they are pinched inside, they are fit offerings, and if they are 
pinched outside, they are disqualified. This conclusion would con- 
tradict the mishna, which rules that sacrificial birds pinched outside 
the Temple courtyard are considered carcasses, and they render one 
who eats their meat impure. 


xbw 337 PIT 2K 41 IIN Rav Shimi bar Ashi says: One can derive the halakha with regard 
wma xbw aimn won to an item that is prepared not in its valid manner, i.e., sacrificial 
win sapaa nb mee som pa birds slaughtered outside the Temple courtyard, from the halakha 
with regard to another item that is prepared not in its valid manner, 
i.e., sacrificial birds slaughtered inside it. But one cannot derive 
the halakha with regard to an item that is prepared not in its valid 
manner, i.e., sacrificial birds pinched outside the Temple courtyard, 
from the halakha with regard to an item that is prepared in its valid 
manner, i.e., those pinched inside it. The cases of a bird pinched 
outside and a bird pinched inside the Temple courtyard are not 
subject to comparison, so one cannot derive conclusions from the 
differences between them. 


aa wT XV 177 PIT PS) 
iwaw 


aby Dw xxih pad KT andy The Gemara asks: And can one not derive the halakha with regard 
Inns WD kV? Iw _ “ xb to disqualified offerings from the halakha with regard to fit offerings? 
ete ee But isn’t it taught in a baraita: From where is it derived with regard 
to an item that emerged from the Temple courtyard and was thereby 
disqualified, that if it nevertheless ascended upon the altar it shall 
not descend? It is derived from the fact that an item that emerged 
is valid for sacrifice on a private altar, i.e., that disqualification was 
not applicable to an offering sacrificed on a private altar, as there was 
no Temple. Here, the baraita derives the halakha with regard to an 
disqualified offering from the halakha with regard to a fit one. 


‘pap ma" "yI MINNKA The Gemara answers: The tanna of that baraita relies on the phrase: 
pb “This is the law of the burnt offering [ha’ola]” (Leviticus 6:2), a 
“seemingly superfluous general phrase which is interpreted homileti- 
cally to include the halakha that any item that ascends [ola] upon 
the altar shall not descend from it, even if it was disqualified. The 
verse is the actual source for the halakha of the baraita, whereas 
the case of a private altar is cited merely in support of this ruling. 
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MI S H NA If the priest pinched the nape of the bird’s 


neck properly and then it was found to be 
a tereifa, and it was therefore disqualified from being sacrificed 
and forbidden for consumption by a priest, Rabbi Meir says: 
An olive-bulk of its meat does not render one who swallows it 
ritually impure when it is in the throat, as the pinching prevents 
it from assuming the status of a carcass. 


Rabbi Yehuda says: Its status is like any other carcass of an 
unslaughtered kosher bird, and its meat renders one who 
swallows it ritually impure. 


Rabbi Meir said: My opinion can be inferred a fortiori. If an 
animal carcass" transmits impurity to a person through touch- 
ing it and through carrying it, and nevertheless the slaughter of 
an animal purifies it, even if it is a tereifa, from its impurity," i.e., 
its slaughter prevents it from assuming the impurity status of a 
carcass, then with regard to a bird carcass," which possesses a 
lesser degree of impurity, as it does not transmit impurity to a 
person through touching it and through carrying it, but only 
through swallowing it, is it not logical that its slaughter should 
purify it, even if it is a tereifa, from its impurity? 


And once it is established that slaughter renders a bird that is a 
tereifa pure, it can be inferred that just as we found with regard 
to its slaughter that it renders a bird fit for consumption and 
purifies a bird, even if it is a tereifa, from its impurity, so too 
its pinching, which renders a bird offering fit with regard to 
consumption, should purify it, even if it is a tereifa," from its 


impurity. 


Rabbi Yosei says: Although one can derive from the case of an 
animal that slaughter renders even a bird that is a tereifa pure, that 
derivation cannot be extended to pinching. The same restriction 
that applies to every a fortiori inference, namely, that a halakha 
derived by means of an a fortiori inference is no more stringent 
than the source from which it is derived, applies here: It is suffi- 
cient for the halakhic status of the carcass ofa bird that is a tereifa 
to be like that of the carcass of an animal that is a tereifa; its 
slaughter renders it pure, but its pinching does not. 


E E M A RA In the mishna, Rabbi Yosei answers Rabbi 


Meir by invoking the principle that a 
halakha derived by means of an a fortiori inference is no more 
stringent than the source from which it is derived. The Gemara 
asks: And does Rabbi Meir not require that a fortiori inferences 
conform to the principle that it is sufficient for the conclusion 
that emerges from an a fortiori inference to be like its source? But 
isn’t the principle: It is sufficient, etc., mandated by Torah law? 


As it is taught in a baraita: How is it derived from the Torah that 
derivation by means of an a fortiori inference is a valid method 
of biblical exegesis? The Torah states with regard to Miriam, who 
was reprimanded by God: “And the Lord said to Moses: If her 
father had but spit in her face, should she not hide in shame 


seven days? Let her be shut up outside the camp seven days” 


(Numbers 12:14). If one who was reprimanded by her father 
would hide in shame for seven days, one could infer through an 
a fortiori inference that one reprimanded by the Divine Presence 
should be shut up outside the camp for fourteen days. Rather, 
one must say: It is sufficient for the conclusion that emerges 
from an a fortiori inference to be like its source. 


HALAKHA 


Animal carcass — 71733 nha: A carcass is a primary source 
of ritual impurity, and an olive-bulk of its meat imparts 
impurity to people and vessels that touch it, to earthenware 
vessels that contain it even without touching it, and to the 
clothing of a person who carries it. One who carries it will 
therefore bear first-degree ritual impurity himself and will 
impart impurity to the clothes he wears but not to other 
utensils he touches, so long as the meat itself does not 
come in direct contact with them (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot She'ar Avot HaTumot 1:1). 


The slaughter of an animal purifies it, even if it is a tereifa, 
from its impurity — ADK AND Tb NbN AND: A 
tereifa of an animal that was properly slaughtered does 
not impart ritual impurity, even though its consumption 
is prohibited (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She‘ar Avot 
HaTumot 2:6). 


Bird carcass — jiy nha: Carcasses of kosher birds impart 
ritual impurity by Torah law, but they do not impart impu- 
rity to one who touches or carries them. Rather, one who 
eats an olive-bulk of the meat of such a carcass contracts 
impurity as he swallows, and clothing and vessels in contact 
with him at that instant also contract first-degree ritual 
impurity. Still, other people and earthenware vessels in 
contact with him at that moment remain pure, as do other 
items he touches after he has already swallowed (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 3:1). 


Rabbi Yosei says - Wai *D¥ +27: If one properly slaughtered 
a tereifa of a bird, even within the Temple courtyard, the 
meat does not impart ritual impurity. But if one pinched a 
tereifa of a bird, it is considered a carcass since pinching only 
prevents birds fit to be sacrificed from assuming the status 
of a carcass, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 7:3 and 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 3:12). 


NOTES 


So too its pinching. ..should purify it even if it is a tereifa - 
ina ygn. np 4x: According to Rashi, this logic 
applies only to the pinching of the sin offerings of birds, 
which renders its meat permitted for consumption by the 
priests. Non-sacred birds, which are rendered carcasses by 
pinching, per the previous mishna (68b), would obviously 
impart ritual impurity. Still, other commentaries understand 
that according to Rabbi Meir even non-sacred birds do not 
impart impurity if pinched and that he is in disagreement 
with the preceding mishna (Shita Mekubbetzet; Keren Ora). 


Rabbi Yosei says, etc. — 15) Wik ’D1 937: IN summary: 
According to Rabbi Yehuda, a tereifa of a bird that was either 
slaughtered or pinched imparts impurity, consecrated or 
not. According to Rabbi Meir it does not impart impurity 
whether slaughtered or pinched, consecrated or not, with 
the possible exception of pinched non-sacred birds, as 
addressed in the previous note. According to Rabbi Yosei, 
it will impart impurity if pinched but not if slaughtered, 
consecrated or not. 


0091p: ZEVAHIM: PEREK VII: 69B 23 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


BACKGROUND 


Fat [helev] - abn: This term helev refers to animal 
ats forbidden by Torah law, as opposed to permit- 
ed fat [shuman]. Intentionally eating this fat in 
osher domesticated animals is punishable by karet 
(Leviticus 7:22-25). A sin offering must be brought 
or partaking of it unwittingly. The fat of undomes- 
icated kosher animals and of kosher birds may be 
eaten. Among the signs differentiating forbidden 
rom permitted fat is the location of the forbidden 
at above the meat, which not intertwined with it. 
The fat is enclosed by a thin membrane and is easily 
peeled away from the meat. Most of the forbidden 
at of a sacrificial animal was sacrificed on the altar. 


HALAKHA 


The fat of a carcass — may abn: The forbidden fat 
of a domesticated animal's carcass is ritually pure. 
But the forbidden fat of carcasses of non-kosher 
domesticated animals, and of both kosher and 
non-kosher undomesticated animals, imparts 
impurity to people and vessels that touch an olive- 
bulk of it (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot 
HaTumot 1:5). 
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Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Avin, said: Rabbi Meir does require 
that a fortiori inferences conform to this principle. But he does not 
actually infer his opinion a fortiori; rather, he found a verse and 
interpreted it. 


The Torah states, with regard to the impurity of unslaughtered 
animal carcasses: “This is the law of the beast, and of the fowl” 
(Leviticus 11:46), indicating that the two are somehow equated. 
But with regard to what law is a beast equal to a fowl and a fowl 
equal to a beast? The halakhot of ritual impurity governing animals 
and birds are not comparable; an animal transmits impurity by 
touching and by carrying, whereas a bird does not transmit 
impurity by touching or by carrying. Furthermore, a bird renders 
the garments of one who swallows it ritually impure when it is 
in the throat; an animal does not render the garments of one 
who swallows it ritually impure when it is in the throat. 


Rather, this verse serves to tell you that just as with regard to an 
animal, that which renders it fit for consumption, i.e., slaughter, 
purifies it, even when it is a tereifa, from its impurity, so too 
with regard to a bird, that which renders it fit for consumption, 
i.e., both the slaughter of a non-sacred bird and pinching the nape 
of a bird offering, purifies a bird, even if it is a tereifa, from its 


impurity. 


§ The Gemara asks: And what is the reasoning of Rabbi Yehuda, 
who holds that a bird that is a tereifa imparts impurity even when 
slaughtered? He too found a verse and interpreted it. The Torah 
states with regard to the ritual impurity of kosher bird carcasses: 
“And every soul that eats a carcass, or a tereifa... he shall be impure 
until the evening” (Leviticus 17:15). Rabbi Yehuda said: Why was 
the case of a tereifa stated? If the verse is referring to a live tereifa, 
it should not be impure, as the term “a carcass” is stated, indicating 
that to impart impurity the bird must be dead. Ifit is referring to a 
tereifa that is not alive, but rather has died of its wounds, it falls 
within the category ofa carcass. Rather, the word tereifa is written 
to include a tereifa that one slaughtered before it had the oppor- 
tunity to die by itself, to teach that it imparts ritual impurity as 
would a carcass. 


Rav Sheizevi said to the Sage who suggested this source for Rabbi 
Yehuda’s opinion: If that is so, one should interpret another verse 
likewise, as it is written: “And the fat® of a carcass," and the fat 
of a tereifa, may be used for any other service” (Leviticus 7:24), 
meaning that although the meat of a carcass imparts ritual impurity, 
those fats that would be forbidden even if the animal had been 
slaughtered do not impart impurity. 


There too let us say, interpreting the verse according to Rabbi 

Yehuda’s logic: Why is the case of a tereifa stated? If it is referring to 

a live tereifa, the case is superfluous, as “a carcass” is stated. Since 

the forbidden fat of a carcass is pure, obviously that of a live animal 

is pure. If it is referring to a tereifa that is not alive, but has rather 

died ofits wounds, it is included within the category of “a carcass,” 
and likewise it need not be mentioned. Rather, the word “tereifa” 
is written to include a tereifa that one slaughtered, to teach that 

its forbidden fat is pure. By inference, one should then conclude 

that its meat does impart impurity. 


But doesn’t Rav Yehuda say that Rav says, and some say it was 
taught in a baraita: The verse concerning the impurity of carcasses 
states: “And if some animal, of which you may eat, dies, one 
who touches its carcass shall be impure” (Leviticus 11:39)? The 
word “some” teaches that some animals impart impurity and 
some animals do not impart impurity. And what is it that does 
not impart impurity? That is a tereifa that one slaughtered. And 
if even its meat does not impart impurity, the word tereifa is not 
needed to teach that its forbidden fat is pure. 
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Rather, the word tereifa in the verse concerning forbidden fat 
(Leviticus 7:24) is necessary to exclude non-kosher animals 
from the halakha in the verse and to teach that their forbidden 
fat is impure. The word indicates that only the forbidden fat of 
those carcasses to whose species the halakha of tereifa applies, 
i.e., those of kosher animals, impart impurity. Forbidden fat of 
a carcass of a non-kosher animal is excluded, as the halakha 
of tereifa does not apply to its species. The status of tereifa 
is immaterial for a non-kosher animal as its consumption is 
prohibited in any event. 


Here too, the word tereifa in the verse concerning the impurity 
of kosher bird carcasses (Leviticus 17:15) should be interpreted 

as excluding a carcass of anon-kosher bird" from ritual impu- 
rity, as the halakha of tereifa does not apply to its species. 
Therefore, this verse cannot serve as a source for Rabbi Yehuda’s 

opinion with regard to the impurity of a slaughtered bird that 

is a tereifa. 


The Gemara responds: According to Rabbi Yehuda, the hala- 
kha that carcass of anon-kosher bird does not impart impurity 
is derived from the phrase “a carcass” as it appears elsewhere. 


As it is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yehuda says: One might 
have thought that the carcass of a non-kosher bird renders 
the garments of one who swallows it ritually impure when it 
is in the throat. But the verse states, concerning the impurity 
of carcasses of birds: “A carcass, or a tereifa, he shall not eat” 
(Leviticus 22:8). This type of impurity applies only to those 
birds that are forbidden specifically due to the prohibition: 
You shall not eat of a carcass, i.e., kosher birds that died with- 
out ritual slaughter. This carcass of a non-kosher animal is 
excluded, and is not impure, as it is forbidden not due to 
the prohibition: You shall not eat of a carcass, but rather due 
to the prohibition: You shall not eat a non-kosher bird," 
to render yourself impure with it. Consequently, the word 
tereifa in the aforementioned verse (Leviticus 17:15) teaches 
that a slaughtered tereifa imparts ritual impurity, as originally 
posited. 


The Gemara challenges: According to this logic, one can also 
derive the halakha that the forbidden fat of the carcass of a 
non-kosher animal is impure from the verse: “And the fat of a 
carcass, and the fat of a tereifa, may be used for any other ser- 
vice” (Leviticus 7:24), which teaches that such forbidden fat is 
ritually pure. 


The continuation of the verse: “But you shall in no way eat of 
it,” indicates that the verse renders pure only fat that is forbid- 
den specifically due to the prohibition: You shall not eat the 
forbidden fat of a carcass, i.e., the forbidden fat of kosher 
animals. This serves to exclude this forbidden fat of a non- 
kosher animal, which is not forbidden due to the prohibition: 
You shall not eat the forbidden fat of a carcass, but rather 
due to the prohibition against eating a non-kosher animal. 
Since the verse that states that fats are ritually pure is referring 
only to kosher animals, the forbidden fat of a carcass of a 
non-kosher animal must be impure. Rav Sheizevi’s derivation 
of this halakha from the word tereifa is therefore superfluous. 


HALAKHA 


Carcass of a non-kosher bird — xay jiy ban: Carcasses 


of non-kosh 


er birds are ritually pure (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 


Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 3:14). 


Rather due 
kosher bird — 


NOTES 


to the prohibition: You shall not eat a non- 
xp bax ba own xdx: Rabbi Yehuda holds 


that a prohibition does not take effect where another pro- 


hibition alre: 


ady exists, and such birds are therefore forbid- 


den only due to their non-kosher status. According to the 


opinion tha 
prohibition 


a prohibition takes effect even where another 
already exists, one must interpret the verse 


as including only those birds who are prohibited solely 


because of t 


eir tereifa status and for no other reason (Rabbi 


Shimshon o 


par 


Saens). 
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NOTES 
He said to him - mh ‘wax: This is a response to 
the Gemara's interpretation of the word tereifa. It 
is unclear who said this to whom, and therefore 
the Shita Mekubbetzet emends the text of the 
Gemara by removing the phrase. 


HALAKHA 

Let the prohibition of eating a carcass come 
and take effect, etc. — ay barn ayaa taping wa: 

One who eats forbidden fat from a carcass or a 

tereifa is liable both for eating forbidden fat and 
for eating a carcass or a tereifa. Since when the 
animal dies the prohibition against eating a car- 
cass or a tereifa takes effect with regard to the 
meat, which was permitted beforehand, it takes 
effect with regard to the forbidden fat as well, in 
accordance with the opinion of Rava (Rambam 
Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 7:2, and 
see Lehem Mishne there). 
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Rather, this word “tereifa” is necessary to include the forbidden 
fat of a carcass of a kosher undomesticated animal, to teach that 
it is ritually pure; as it might enter your mind to say that only 
the forbidden fat of carcasses of those animals whose fat is forbid- 
den and whose meat is permitted if slaughtered, i.e., kosher domes- 
ticated animals, is ritually pure, and this serves to exclude this 
forbidden fat of carcasses of those animals whose fat and meat are 
both permitted if slaughtered, i.e., kosher undomesticated animals, 
whose fat is impure. To counter this possibility, the word “tereifa” 
teaches us that the fat of a carcass of any animal that can become a 
tereifa is ritually pure, including the fat of kosher undomesticated 
animals. 


He said to him:" If it is derived from the verse that the forbidden 
fat of a carcass of a kosher undomesticated animal is pure, what is 
different about a non-kosher animal that would cause its forbidden 
fat to be impure? If the difference is that its fat is not distinct from 
its meat, as both are forbidden for consumption, the fat of a kosher 
undomesticated animal is also not distinct from its meat, as both 
are permitted. And furthermore, isn’t it written later in the verse: 


“But you shall in no way eat of it” (Leviticus 7:24)? This phrase is 


interpreted (7ob) as excluding the fat of undomesticated animals, 
teaching that it is impure. 


Rather, Abaye said: The word “tereifa” in this verse was necessary 
for its own sake, to teach that the forbidden fat of a carcass of a 
tereifa of a kosher domesticated animal is pure. The inclusion of the 
word teaches that you should not say that since a non-kosher 
animal is forbidden while still alive, and a tereifa is forbidden 
while still alive, therefore just as the forbidden fat ofa non-kosher 
animal is impure, so too the forbidden fat of a tereifa is impure. 
The word “tereifa” therefore teaches that it is pure. 


The Gemara asks: But if so, i.e., if one could have learned the halakha 
of the forbidden fat of a tereifa from the halakha of the forbidden fat 
of anon-kosher animal, then this word “tereifa” in the verse concern- 
ing the impurity of a kosher bird carcass (Leviticus 17:15) is also 
necessary for its own sake, to teach that the carcass of a kosher bird 
that is a tereifa is impure. It is necessary for this to be written with 
regard to the carcass of a kosher bird so that you should not say as 
follows: Since a non-kosher bird is forbidden for consumption, 
and a tereifa is forbidden for consumption, therefore just as a 
non-kosher bird does not impart impurity, so too a tereifa does 
not impart impurity. According the Rabbi Yehuda, the word is 
necessary to include the slaughtered kosher bird that is a tereifa, 
not a carcass. 


And furthermore, is it possible to derive the halakha concerning 
a tereifa from that concerning a non-kosher animal, as suggested? 
The two cases are incomparable, as a non-kosher animal never 
had a kosher period before being forbidden, whereas a tereifa 
had a kosher period before becoming a tereifa. And if you would 
say: What can be said with regard to an animal that is a tereifa 
from the womb, which never had a kosher period? In any event, 
there are kosher animals among its species, i.e., the tereifa is a 
member of a kosher species, which cannot be said of a non-kosher 
animal. 


Rather, Rava said: The word tereifa in the verse concerning forbid- 
den fat (Leviticus 7:24) teaches a different halakha. By stating: “But 
you shall in no way eat of it,” referring to the forbidden fat of a 
carcass, the Torah states: Let the prohibition of eating a carcass 
come and take effect" where the prohibition of eating forbidden 
fat already exists. One who eats the forbidden fat of a carcass is liable 
both for eating forbidden fat and for eating from a carcass. Likewise, 
the word “tereifa” in the verse teaches: Let the prohibition of eating 
a tereifa come and take effect where the prohibition of eating 
forbidden fat already exists, so that one who eats the forbidden fat 
of a tereifa is liable for transgressing two prohibitions. 
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And both the word “carcass” and the word “tereifa” are necessary, even 
though they teach similar halakhot. As, had the verse taught us about 
additional liability only with regard to the forbidden fat of a carcass, 
one might have thought that it applies to only a carcass, as it imparts 
ritual impurity, but with regard to a tereifa, which does not, one 
might say that the additional liability does not apply. And had the 
verse taught us this halakha only with regard to a tereifa, one might 
have thought that it applies only to a tereifa, as its prohibition takes 
effect while it is still alive, but with regard to a carcass, which becomes 
forbidden only when it dies, one might say that it does not apply. Both 
words are therefore necessary. 


§ The Gemara has established that according to Rabbi Yehuda, the 
word “tereifa” in the verse concerning the impurity of a kosher bird 
carcass (Leviticus 17:15) teaches that a slaughtered bird that is a tereifa 
imparts ritual impurity. The Gemara asks: And what does Rabbi Meir, 
who holds that a slaughtered bird that is a tereifa does not impart ritual 
impurity, do with this word “tereifa”? The Gemara answers: It is neces- 
sary to exclude the slaughter of non-sacred birds that occurs inside 
the Temple courtyard, teaching that it does not cause them to impart 
ritual impurity as would a carcass, even though they are forbidden for 
consumption. 


And how does Rabbi Yehuda derive this halakha? The Gemara answers: 
Another instance of the word tereifa is written concerning the ritual 
impurity of birds: “A carcass, or a tereifa, he shall not eat to become 
impure with it” (Leviticus 22:8). Rabbi Yehuda derives the halakha 
from this verse. 


And how does Rabbi Meir interpret the appearance of the word 
tereifa in both verses? The Gemara answers: One is necessary to ex- 
clude the slaughter that occurs inside the Temple courtyard as 
mentioned above, and one is necessary to exclude a non-kosher bird, 
to teach that the carcass of a non-kosher bird does not impart ritual 
impurity. 


And how does Rabbi Yehuda derive that the carcass of a non-kosher 
bird does not impart ritual impurity? The Gemara answers: He derives 
it from the word “carcass” in the verse: “A carcass, or a tereifa, he shall 
not eat to become impure with it” (Leviticus 22:8), which indicates that 
only carcasses of birds that are forbidden for consumption due to their 
status as a carcass are impure. Non-kosher birds are forbidden due to 
their non-kosher status, not due to their status as a carcass. 


The Gemara asks: And what does Rabbi Meir do with this" word 

“carcass”? The Gemara answers: Since the verse mentions eating, Rabbi 
Meir holds that the word “carcass” is written to teach that the minimum 
measure of consumption of the meat of a bird carcass that renders 
one impure is an olive-bulk,"® which is the standard legal measure of 
consumption for Torah laws in general. 


The Gemara challenges: But let him derive this measure from the first 
verse: “And every soul that eats a carcass... shall be impure” (Leviticus 
17:15), from the fact that the Merciful One expresses this halakha using 
the language of consumption. 


The Gemara responds: Both verses are necessary, one to indicate that 
the measure of consumption that renders one impure is an olive- 
bulk," and one to indicate that the maximum measure of time for 
consumption of the olive-bulk is the time it takes to eat a half-loaf of 
bread. One who takes longer than this standard measure of time will 
not contract impurity. 


It is necessary for the Torah to indicate this latter halakha as well, as 
otherwise it might enter your mind to say: Since the impurity of car- 
casses of birds is a novelty," as one contracts it by eating rather than by 
touching or carrying, perhaps its halakhot are unusually stringent and 
even one who eats an olive-bulk in more than the time it takes to eat a 
half-loaf of bread should also contract impurity. Therefore, the verse 
teaches us otherwise. 


NOTES 


What does Rabbi Meir do with this — x72... Px 937 
ay “vay: Rabbi Meir cannot use the word “carcass” to 
derive that the carcass of a non-kosher bird is ritually 
pure as Rabbi Yehuda does. Rabbi Yehuda’s deriva- 
tion is based on the assumption that a carcass of a 
non-kosher bird is forbidden only due to its being 
non-kosher, not due to its being a carcass. Rabbi Meir 
holds that in general, a prohibition may take effect 
even where another prohibition already exists, and 
therefore a non-kosher carcass is forbidden due to 
its being a carcass as well as its being non-kosher 
(Tosafot). 


One to indicate that the measure of consumption 
is an olive-bulk, etc. -^91 n422 TDK pwd IH: 
In other words, it is derived from Leviticus 17:15 that 
an olive-bulk is the minimum amount that must 
be eaten for the one who eats it to contract ritual 
impurity. On this point Rabbi Yehuda does not dis- 
agree (see Josafot; Rambam). From Leviticus 22:8 it 
is derived that the olive-bulk must be eaten within 
the time it takes to eat a half-loaf of bread (Tosefet 
Kedusha). 


Since the impurity of carcasses of birds is a 
novelty - x17 wan Dyin: Even though the verse 
addressing the impurity of carcasses of birds uses 
the language of consumption, the halakha itself is 
a novelty, as no other type of impurity is imparted 
only when inside the body (Rashi). In general, even 
items that impart ritual impurity through carrying or 
contact do not do so when inside a person's body 
(see Nidda 42b). Generally speaking, halakhot con- 
sidered to be novelties are not subject to standard 
qualifications and restrictions, such as the standard 
measure of time for consumption. 


HALAKHA 


Measure of consumption is an olive-bulk — 1 
moa mbrax:The word “eats” (Leviticus 17:15), written 
with regard to the impurity of a carcass of a kosher 
bird, teaches that one must eat a minimum of one 
olive-bulk to contract ritual impurity. Although the 
Rambam does not explicitly mention that an olive- 
bulk of the carcass of a kosher bird must be eaten in 
the time it takes to eat a half-loaf of bread, he does 
make this ruling elsewhere with regard to consump- 
tion of forbidden foods. The Minhat Hinnukh stresses 
that the Rambam holds this to be the halakha here 
as well (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She'ar Avot 
HaTumot 3:1). 


BACKGROUND 

Olive-bulk - m3: An olive-bulk is one of the most 
significant halakhic units of volume, as by Torah law 
the act of eating is defined as consuming one olive- 
bulk, and every mitzva or prohibition by Torah law 
that relates to eating is defined by this measure. The 
olive-bulk is measured in terms of the water dis- 
placement caused by a particular species of olive. 

The precise measure of an olive-bulk is not clear. 
One talmudic passage indicates that it is almost half 
of an egg-bulk, and another indicates that it is less 
than one-third of an egg-bulk. Based on that dispar- 
ity, as well as the range of opinions with regard to the 
measure of an egg-bulk, the opinions with regard to 
the measure of an olive-bulk range from 5 cc to 50 cc. 
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HALAKHA 

The verse speaks of the forbidden fat of a kosher animal - 
VATA D027 AAD maga na: The forbidden fat of a car- 
cass of a kosher animal is ritually pure, as it is written: “And 
the forbidden fat of a carcass, and the forbidden fat of a 
tereifa, may be used for any other service; but you shall in 
no way eat of it” (Leviticus 7:24). The verse applies only to 
kosher animals, which are forbidden due to their status as a 
carcass, but not to non-kosher animals, which are forbidden 
even if slaughtered. The forbidden fat of a carcass of a non- 
kosher animal is therefore, like the rest of its meat, impure 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She‘ar Avot HaTumot 1:5). 


NOTES 
Renders it pure, removing it from the category of a 
carcass — Ta) an ampu: Although the baraita appears to 
indicate that carcasses ofall non-kosher animals are pure, it 
in fact is referring only to carcasses of non-kosher birds, as 
the Gemara establishes on 70b. 


Perek VII 
Daf70 Amud b 


NOTES —————_—_—_—- 
But you shall in no way eat of it - amboxn x Sore: This 
phrase seems superfluous because a carcass in its entirety 
is forbidden for consumption. The baraita therefore under- 
stands the phrase as qualifying that the verse is referring 
only to animals whose forbidden fat would be forbidden 
or consumption even if slaughtered (Korban Aharon). The 
anguage of the baraita here: Whose forbidden fat is prohib- 
ited but whose meat is permitted, appears to derive from 
he emphasis in the verse that it is referring specifically to 
orbidden fat that is ordinarily forbidden by itself, whereas 
he meat is generally permitted. 


BACKGROUND 


Undomesticated animal — 7m: This refers to an undomes- 
ticated mammal that chews its cud and has a cloven 
hoof. The Torah (see Deuteronomy 14:5) enumerates seven 
species of kosher undomesticated mammals. The precise 
identification of some of the species remains unclear. There 
are two major differences between the halakhot govern- 
ing a kosher domesticated animal and those governing a 
kosher undomesticated animal: First, the fats of an undo- 
mesticated animal may be eaten; second, the blood of an 
undomesticated animal must be covered after slaughter. In 
all other respects the halakhot with regard to domesticated 
and undomesticated animals are the same. 
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§ The Gemara cites a baraita concerning the impurity of the for- 
bidden fat of a carcass. The Sages taught: When the verse: “And 
the fat of a carcass, and the fat of a tereifa, may be used for any 
other service” (Leviticus 7:24.) teaches that such fat is pure, the 
verse speaks of the forbidden fat of a kosher animal." 


The baraita challenges: Do you say that the verse speaks of the 
forbidden fat of a kosher animal, or perhaps does it only speak 
of the forbidden fat of a non-kosher animal? 


You may say in response: The Torah renders a slaughtered animal 
pure of the impurity of a carcass due to the fact that it was ritually 
slaughtered. And likewise the Torah renders the forbidden fat of 
a carcass pure, due to the fact that it is forbidden fat. Therefore, 
the two cases are comparable: Just as when the Torah renders a 
slaughtered animal pure due to the fact that it was slaughtered, 
it is referring only to a kosher animal and not to a non-kosher 
animal, which is impure even when ritually slaughtered, so too, 
when the Torah renders forbidden fat pure due to the fact that 
it is forbidden fat, it is referring only to a kosher animal and not 
to anon-kosher animal. 


The baraita challenges: Or perhaps go this way and maintain that 
since the Torah renders the carcass of a non-kosher animal ritually 
pure, removing it from the category ofa carcass," and likewise the 
Torah renders the forbidden fat of a carcass pure, due to the fact 
that it is forbidden fat; therefore, the two cases are comparable: Just 
as when the Torah renders the carcass of a non-kosher animal pure, 
removing it from the category of a carcass, it is referring 
only toa non-kosher animal and not to a kosher animal, the carcass 
of which imparts impurity, so too, when the Torah renders forbid- 
den fat pure due to the fact that it is forbidden fat, it is referring 
only to anon-kosher animal and not to a kosher animal. 


You may say in response: 


When one approaches the matter this first way, the halakha that 
forbidden fat is pure applies specifically to kosher animals, but 
when one approaches the matter that second way, the halakha 
applies specifically to non-kosher animals. To decide the matter, 
the verse states: “The fat of a tereifa may be used for any other 
service” (Leviticus 7:24), indicating that only the forbidden fat of 
those animals to whose species the halakha of tereifa applies, i.e., 
kosher animals, is ritually pure. The status of tereifa is immaterial to 
a non-kosher animal as its consumption is prohibited in any event. 


The baraita concludes: One might still assume that I will exclude 
from this halakha only the forbidden fat of a carcass ofa non-kosher 
animal, as the halakha of tereifa does not apply to its species, but 
Iwill not exclude the fat of a carcass of an undomesticated kosher 
animal, as the halakha of tereifa applies to its species. Therefore, 
the verse states in conclusion: “But you shall in no way eat of it,’ 
indicating that the reference is only to animals whose fat is forbid- 
den for consumption if slaughtered but whose meat is permitted, 
i.e., kosher domesticated animals. Excluded are kosher undomes- 
ticated animals,"" whose fat and meat are both permitted for 
consumption. 


HALAKHA 


Excluded are undomesticated animals — mn xx: The forbid- with the ruling of the baraita (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 


den fat of the carcasses of all undomesticated animals, whether 


Shear Avot HaTumot 1:5). 


kosher or not, imparts ritual impurity as a carcass, in accordance 
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Rav Ya’akov bar Abba said to Rava: If that is so, it appears from 
the baraita that the carcass of a kosher animal imparts impurity, 
but the carcass of anon-kosher animal does not impart impu- 
rity. Rava said to him: How many elders have you caused to err 
in the interpretation of this baraita? In the latter clause we come 
to discuss only the carcass of a non-kosher bird, which does 
not impart impurity. By contrast, carcasses of non-kosher animals 
are impure. 


§ In the mishna, Rabbi Meir states that a bird offering whose 
nape was pinched and was found to be a tereifa does not impart 
impurity as would a carcass. Rabbi Yohanan says: Rabbi 
Meir deemed pure only unblemished birds whose napes were 
pinched, as they are fit to be sacrificed, but he did not deem 
pure blemished birds, which are not fit to be sacrificed. And 
Rabbi Elazar says: Rabbi Meir deemed even blemished birds" 
pure and did not distinguish between the two. It was also stated 
that Rav Beivai says that Rabbi Elazar says: Rabbi Meir would 
deem pure blemished birds, and this was his opinion even con- 
cerning geese and chickens," species that may not be brought as 
offerings and as such are never supposed to be pinched. 


Rabbi Yirmeya raises a dilemma: According to Rabbi Elazar’s 
understanding of Rabbi Meir’s opinion, what is the halakha 
with regard to one who broke the neck of a goat? Does the 
impurity of animal carcasses apply? The breaking of the neck is 
considered the proper procedure in certain cases, as the Torah 
commands that a heifer’s neck be broken if a murdered body 
is found between two cities and the identity of the murderer is 
unknown (see Deuteronomy 21:4). 


One could claim: What is the reason that geese and chickens 
are pure if their napes are pinched? It is because they are species 
of birds" and the napes of some birds are pinched; but a goat is 
not of the same species as a heifer, as goats are considered small 
livestock whereas cattle are large livestock. Or perhaps one could 
claim: Since a goat is still a species of domesticated animal, it 
is similar enough to a heifer that the breaking of its neck prevents 
it from imparting impurity as a carcass. 


Rav Dimi was sitting and saying this halakha, i.e., this dilemma. 
Abaye said to him: By inference from this dilemma, it seems 
that you assume that a heifer whose neck is broken is itself 
pure" and does not impart impurity as would a carcass. Rav Dimi 
said to him: Indeed, as the Sages of the school of Rabbi Yannai 
say: Since the language of atonement is written with regard 
to the heifer whose neck is broken, in the verse: “Forgive, Lord, 
Your people Israel” (Deuteronomy 21:8), just as atonement is 
written with regard to sacrificial animals, the breaking of the 
heifer’s neck is equivalent to the pinching of the nape of a bird 
offering, and breaking its neck prevents the heifer from imparting 
ritual impurity. 


Rav Natan, father of Rav Huna bar Natan, raises an objection 
based on a baraita concerning the purity of the forbidden fat of 
a kosher animal, mentioned in the verse: “And the fat of a carcass, 
and the fat of a tereifa, may be used for any other service; but 
you shall in no way eat of it” (Leviticus 7:24). I have derived 
from the verse only that forbidden fat that is forbidden for 
consumption but from which deriving benefit is permitted is 
pure. From where is it derived that this halakha also applies to 
the forbidden fat of an ox that is stoned’ by the court or the 
forbidden fat of a heifer whose neck is broken, from both of 
which one is prohibited from deriving benefit? 


The verse states: “You shall eat no fat nor blood” (Leviticus 3:17). 
The generalization “no fat” indicates that the same halakhot apply 
to the forbidden fats of all domesticated kosher animals, includ- 
ing those from which one is prohibited from deriving benefit. 


———— NOTES 9 —W—W—_. 
Even blemished birds — pnya yaa box: Birds with minor 
blemishes may be brought as offerings in any event, and 
so this applies even to birds with major blemishes, such as 
those missing a limb, which may not be brought as offer- 
ings (Hok Natan). Therefore, according to Rabbi Elazar, the 
mishna earlier in the chapter (68b), which ruled that that a 
bird with a blemish that was pinched imparts ritual impurity, 
is not in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Meir (Rashi 
manuscript). 


And even concerning geese and chickens — pmxa ox) 
prianim: Just as pinching the nape of the neck purifies the 
carcass of even a tereifa, for which pinching cannot be said 
to be the proper method of slaughter, it also purifies the 
carcasses of species for which pinching is never the proper 
method of slaughter. Rashi understands that this applies 
only to chickens and geese that are consecrated for Temple 
maintenance and whose napes are pinched in the Temple, 
since pinching is only ever appropriate for sacrificial birds. 
Non-sacred birds pinched inside the Temple courtyard or 
sacrificial birds pinched outside of it are impure even if they 
are otherwise fit for sacrifice. Other commentaries disagree 
with this assessment, holding that items consecrated for 
Temple maintenance cannot be compared to actual offer- 
ings. Rather, Rabbi Meir held that pinching purifies the car- 
casses of all birds, even those in no way fit for sacrifice, no 
matter the context (Rashi manuscript; Shita Mekubbetzet; 
Keren Ora). Some base this claim on the language of Rabbi 
Meir in another mishna (Teharot 1:1), which does not dis- 
tinguish between consecrated and non-sacred birds (see 
Tosafot). 


Because they are species of birds — 1193 Nidipt KIAT: 
Although geese and chickens are not of the same species as 
doves and pigeons, the classification here depends on the 
language of the Torah with respect to categories of offerings. 
It distinguishes linguistically between sheep and goats [tzon] 
on the one hand, and cattle [bakar] on the other, but it does 
not distinguish between different types of bird [of] (Tosefot 
Rabbeinu Peretz). 


HALAKHA 


Heifer whose neck is broken is itself pure — maw may 
KYI miiu: A heifer whose neck was properly broken in the 
context of the rite of the heifer whose neck is broken does 
not impart ritual impurity. This is because the Torah describes 
the rite using the language of atonement as it does for offer- 
ings, in accordance with the opinion of Rav Dimi (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 3:13). 


BACKGROUND 


Ox that is stoned - bpo sw: An ox that has killed a per- 
son is stoned to death, regardless of whether the ox previ- 
ously behaved maliciously or is a first-time offender. This is 
the halakha whether the victim was an adult, a child, or a 
Canaanite slave. It is prohibited to derive any benefit from 
an ox that is stoned, not only after it was killed but from the 
moment the court, a tribunal of twenty-three judges, has 
delivered its verdict. The term: Ox that is stoned, is used for 
any domesticated animal or undomesticated animal that has 
killed a person, whether the animal is large or small. Even 
killer birds are included in this halakha. 
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HALAKHA 
Where one slaughtered — nyp Xam: A heifer whose 
neck was designated to be broken but was instead 
slaughtered after its descent into a hard valley does not 
become impure as a carcass, but one is nevertheless 
prohibited from deriving benefit from it (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 3:13). 


Its descent to a hard valley renders it forbidden — 
ADİN [IN bm AND: It becomes prohibited to derive 
benefit from a heifer whose neck is broken from the time 
it descends into a hard valley. If it subsequently dies or 
is slaughtered before its neck is broken, it remains pro- 
hibited to derive benefit from it, and the heifer must be 
buried (Rambam Sefer Nezikin, Hilkhot Rotze‘ah UShmirat 
HaNefesh 10:6). 


NOTES 
Is it prohibited while still alive - nyog DMM: This 
halakha is a subject of disagreement among the tanna‘im 
(see Karetot 25a). 
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Rav Natan concludes his objection: And if it enters your mind 
that the meat of a heifer whose neck is broken is pure, why must 
the verse teach that its forbidden fat is pure? Could one entertain 
the possibility that its meat is pure but its forbidden fat is impure? 


The Gemara responds: The derivation in the baraita was not neces- 
sary for a case where one broke the neck of the heifer. It was neces- 
sary for the verse to teach that the forbidden fat is pure even in a 
case where one slaughtered" a heifer whose neck was designated 
to be broken. 


The Gemara asks: But the slaughter itself should be effective in 
purifying the forbidden fat, as slaughter prevents an animal from 
assuming the impure status of a carcass, and the derivation is still 
superfluous. The Gemara responds: No, it is necessary to teach 
that the forbidden fat of a heifer that died before its neck could be 
broken is pure even though the heifer itself assumes that status of 
a carcass. 


The Gemara asks: If the baraita is referring only to a heifer that 
died before its neck could be broken, and it describes benefitting 
from it as being prohibited, by inference, is it prohibited to derive 
benefit from the heifer while it is still alive?" The Gemara responds: 
Indeed, as Rabbi Yannai says: I heard the boundary, i.e., stage, 
beyond which it is forbidden, but I have forgotten what it is, and 
yet the members of the group of scholars were inclined to say 
that its descent to a hard valley (see Deuteronomy 21:4), where 
its neck was broken, is the action that renders it forbidden." 
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This chapter concludes the Gemara’s discussion of bird offerings, especially with 
regard to those sacrificed improperly. Any bird sin offering sacrificed according to 
the procedure of a burnt offering, or in the location where burnt offerings are sacri- 
ficed, or for the sake of a burnt offering, is disqualified. The halakha is the same for a 
burnt offering sacrificed as though it was a sin offering, with the exception ofa burnt 
offering sacrificed properly in all ways except that it was brought for the sake of a 
sin offering. Such an offering is fit but does not satisfy its owner’s obligation. 


Since no disqualified offering is permitted to the priests for consumption, one who 
derives benefit from its remains is liable for misuse of consecrated property. The 
exception to this rule is a bird burnt offering sacrificed entirely according to the 
procedure of a sin offering, which becomes a sin offering and therefore ceases to be 
subject to the halakhot of misuse like a sin offering. It does not satisfy its owner's 
obligation. 


In any case where a bird offering is disqualified due to a change in location, proce- 
dure, or designation, it does not assume the impure status as a carcass. Although 
it is forbidden for consumption and burning on the altar, it nevertheless does not 
impart ritual impurity to one who eats it. The Gemara discusses the purity of other 
disqualified offerings of birds, and concludes that a bird offering is pure even if 
disqualified as long as it meets three criteria: The bird must have been initially fit for 
sacrifice, the pinching must have occurred within the Temple courtyard, and the 
pinching must have been performed with the thumbnail rather than a knife. If the 
offering does not satisfy all these conditions, it assumes the status of a carcass and 
imparts ritual impurity. Any offering that was pinched according to the procedure 
of the other type of bird offering meets these conditions, as do offerings rendered 
piggul, notar, or ritually impure; offerings pinched by people who are disqualified for 
Temple service; and those pinched with the thumbnail of the left hand or at night. 
Birds pinched outside the Temple courtyard or those with a blemish impart impurity 
to one who eats them. Slaughtered birds are pure under any circumstances, even if 
they were offerings that ought to have been pinched. 


An animal that one slaughtered properly but was found to be a tereifa is not consid- 
ered a carcass. Consequently, a disagreement arises among the tanna’im as to whether 
a bird offering that was pinched properly but found to be a tereifa may likewise be 
pure. Ultimately, halakhic authorities rule that only slaughter renders a tereifa pure, 
but pinching the nape of the neck does not. Pursuant to this discussion, the Gemara 
addresses the halakhot of the purity of carcasses and tereifot in general, the relation- 
ships between their halakhot, and the derivations of these halakhot as they appear 
in the halakhic midrash. 
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All these matters that I command you, that you shall 
observe to do; you shall not add thereto, nor diminish 


from it. 


(Deuteronomy 13:1) 


And any sin offering, whereof any of the blood is 
brought into the Tent of Meeting to atone in the Sanc- 
tuary, shall not be eaten; it shall be burned with fire. 


(Leviticus 6:23) 


The previous chapters defined the basic rites of the various offerings and the differ- 
ences between them, both with regard to the place and time of the rites and with 
regard to the offerings’ consumption. Due to these differences between the offerings, 
it is necessary to discuss situations in which offerings become intermingled; that is 
the main topic of this chapter. The chapter addresses cases where fit offerings became 
intermingled with disqualified ones, cases where consecrated animals became inter- 
mingled with non-sacred animals, and mixtures of prohibited and permitted items 
in general. For this reason the early commentaries call this: The chapter of mixtures. 


The discussion concerning intermingling of offerings is highly relevant, as the manner 
in which the Temple service is performed can lead to confusion between offerings. 
This is true of the stage when the animals are brought to the Temple to be sacrificed. 
At this stage, there are non-sacred and consecrated animals, fit and disqualified ones, 
offerings belonging to different people, and consecrated animals designated for 
various types of offerings, all in close proximity. Likewise, confusion can arise when 
the animals are sacrificed, as the priests would be occupied with the rites of many 
offerings simultaneously. When offerings differ from one another in their halakhic 
status, belong to different people, or are at different stages of their preparation for 
sacrifice, the animals or parts of the offerings can easily become intermingled. 


These situations give rise to many questions that have ramifications for the halakhot 
of mixtures in general, such as the nullification of prohibited items in a majority or 
in an even greater ratio, as well as various uncertainties, e.g., compound uncertainty 
and a prohibited item that is fixed in its place. Yet they also lead to specific inquiries 
concerning the halakhot of sacrificial animals and the Temple service. The mixtures 
in question are not only those of prohibited and permitted items, for instance animals 
fit for the altar with those that are unfit. Rather, they are mainly those of offerings and 
parts of offerings that are all fit to be sacrificed. The issue is that they differ in their 
rites, including the place of their slaughter and especially the presentation of their 
blood; they also differ with regard to which of their sacrificial portions are burned on 
the altar, and in the manner of their consumption, e.g., whether they must be eaten 
by priests in the Temple courtyard or by any ritually pure Jew throughout Jerusalem. 


One of the basic features of these situations is that each case involves two often 
conflicting considerations. On the one hand, the Temple rites entail harsh penalties 
if performed improperly, to the extent that one can even be liable to receive the pun- 
ishment of karet or death at the hand of Heaven for improper actions. On the other 
hand, it is appropriate to avoid any waste of consecrated property whenever possible. 
These conflicting factors contribute to the many dilemmas discussed in this chapter. 


The different possible mixtures include a mixture of blood that is supposed to be 
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taken inside the Sanctuary to be sprinkled on the Curtain and the golden altar, with 
blood that is to be placed on the external altar in the Temple courtyard. Apropos the 
discussion with regard to this type of mixture, the Gemara analyzes the halakha of 
blood that was brought inside the Sanctuary improperly, or that was taken out from 
the Holy of Holies to the Sanctuary improperly. 


This chapter mainly addresses offerings of domesticated animals that became inter- 
mingled. A separate tractate, Kinnim, is devoted to the intermingling of bird offerings, 
while tractate Menahot discusses cases of meal offerings that were intermingled. As 
stated, incidental to the discussion of mixtures of consecrated items, this chapter 
touches upon many issues that are pertinent to the halakhot of mixtures in general, 
and it serves as one of the primary talmudic sources for these halakhot. 
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MI S HN A All the offerings that were intermingled 


with animals from which deriving benefit is 
forbidden, e.g., sin offerings left to die," or with an ox that was 
sentenced to be stoned, even if the ratio is one in ten thousand, 
deriving benefit from them all is prohibited and they all must die. 
If the offerings were intermingled with animals whose sacrifice is 
forbidden but deriving benefit from them is not, the halakha is 
different. Examples of this are an ox with which a transgression 
was performed," which disqualifies it from being sacrificed as an 
offering, or 


NOTES 


With which a transgression was performed, etc. - ia T1ay3w 
"2177 PAy: Rashi states that the phrase: With which a transgression 
was performed, is a general statement, which is detailed in the 
subsequent clause: That killed a person based on the testimony 
of one witness or based on the admission of the owner. In other 
words, the reference is to an ox, or any other animal, which would 
have been stoned had there been testimony of two witnesses. 
In this particular case, since there is only one witness that the 
ox killed a person, an individual is not prohibited from deriving 


Perek VIII 
Daf71 Amuda 


benefit from it, as it does not have the status of an ox put to death. 
Nevertheless, since this ox was involved in a transgression it is 
prohibited to be used as an offering. 

It is possible that the version of the text used by Rashi did not 
include the last word of the page: Or, although it is possible to 
explain the mishna in the following manner even if that word 
is included: It was intermingled with an ox with which a trans- 
gression was performed, either based on the testimony of one 
witness or based on the admission of the owner (Josefot Yom Tov). 
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an ox that is known to have killed a person based on the testimony 
of one witness or based on the admission of the owner. Had two 
witnesses testified, deriving benefit from the ox would have been 
prohibited. Additional examples include when an offering is inter- 
mingled with an animal that copulated with a person; or an ani- 
mal that was the object of bestiality; or with an animal that was 
set aside for idol worship; or one that was worshipped" as a deity; 
or with an animal that was given as payment to a prostitute? or 
as the price of a dog, as it is written: “You shall not bring the pay- 
ment of a harlot, or the price of a dog, into the house of the Lord 
your God” (Deuteronomy 23:19). 


NOTES 


One that was worshipped - 1343: Not only may an idol, the items 
sacrificed to it, and its ornaments not be used in any manner in 
the Temple rites, it is prohibited to derive benefit from them as 
well. An item in the category of idol worship from which deriving 
benefit is prohibited must be either man-made or a product of 
human involvement (see Avoda Zara 45a). Therefore, some action 
must be performed on the animal in order for it to become an 
item of idol worship from which deriving benefit is prohibited. For 
example, if it was anointed between its horns (see Avoda Zara 54a), 
it falls in this category. 


Payment to a prostitute — mit amg: The Torah prohibits an animal 
used as a prostitute’s payment, or exchanged with a dog as its 
price, to be brought as an offering in the Temple (see Deuter- 
onomy 23:19). The Sages explain that this disqualification applies 
only to animals used directly for these purposes, but not to an 


BACKGROUND 


By contrast, it is prohibited for an animal that has been ren- 
dered an item of idol worship even without human involvement 
to be sacrificed upon the altar. It is considered repulsive as an 
offering due to the transgression in which it was involved (see 
Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei Mizbe‘ah 4:6, 8). An alternative 
opinion is that itis prohibited to sacrifice upon the altar an animal 
belonging to another person, not the one who worshipped it, 
only if an action was performed upon it (Ra’avad). 


item that was exchanged for those animals. Therefore, if money 
is given to a prostitute and she then uses it to purchase an animal, 
that animal is not disqualified. Similarly, only the animal that was 
actually exchanged for a dog is disqualified, but not one obtained 
with money received in the sale of a dog. 


HALAKHA 

The offerings that were intermingled with sin offer- 
ings left to die - ninan nixwna awna omar: With 
regard to any offerings that were intermingled with sin 
offerings left to die, or with an ox that is to be stoned, 
even if only one prohibited animal was mixed with ten 
thousand animals fit to be sacrificed, they all must die. 
The reason is that an animal is considered significant 
and therefore is not nullified in any majority (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 6:1). 
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BACKGROUND 

Mixture of diverse kinds - mba: The Torah prohibits cross- 
breeding different species of animals (see Leviticus 19:19). This 
transgression is punishable by lashes. Nevertheless, it is permitted 
to derive benefit from the offspring of crossbreeding, e.g., a mule, 
which is the offspring of a donkey and a horse, and is considered 
to be a hardworking and reliable pack animal. The halakhot gov- 
erning this prohibition are discussed in tractate Kilayim. 


Team of mules pulling a plow 


Animal born by caesarean section [yotze dofen] — a1 xx¥: The 
literal meaning of this term is: An animal that went out through 
the wall, i.e., one that was not born naturally but by means of 
a caesarean section. It is described as coming out through the 
wall because it was delivered through the abdominal wall of its 
mother. Various halakhic matters require natural birth, in the case 
of both human and animal, while those delivered through the 
abdominal wall are governed by different halakhot. 


HALAKHA 

If sacrificial animals were intermingled with unblemished non- 
sacred animals - maman pana 3149): In a case where sacrificial 
animals became intermingled with unblemished, non-sacred 
animals, the non-sacred animals must be sold for the purpose 
of purchasing offerings of the same type, and all of the animals 
are sacrificed. How is this done? If four peace offerings became 
intermingled with four unblemished, non-sacred animals, those 
four non-sacred animals should be sold to those who require 
peace offerings, and all the animals of the mixture are sacrificed 
as peace offerings. The same applies if they were burnt offerings 
or guilt offerings. The money received is non-sacred (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 6:3). 


If it was an animal of one type with animals of the same 
type — i133 m3: With regard to sacrificial animals of one type that 
became intermingled with animals of the same type, the priest 
sacrificing the offering should do so for the sake of whoever is its 
owner, despite the fact that the owners cannot identify their offer- 
ings (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 6:4). 


An animal of one type with animals not of the same type — 
syn iyxwa pa: Ifa consecrated animal of one type became inter- 
mingled with another consecrated animal not of the same type, 
e.g., a burnt offering with a peace offering, which have differ- 
ent timeframes in which they may be eaten, they may not be 
sacrificed, even in accordance with the more stringent halakhot. 
The reason is that one may not restrict the timeframe in which 
an offering may be eaten, thereby increasing the likelihood of 
disqualification. This halakha is in accordance with the opinion of 
the Rabbis in the mishna on 75b. Rather, they shall all graze until 
they develop a blemish and become unfit for sacrifice, at which 
point each is sold separately, and from the money received the 
owner shall bring one type of offering of the monetary value 
of the higher-quality animal among them from that type, and 
the other type of offering of the monetary value of the higher- 
quality animal among them from that type. The owner loses the 
difference between the value of the lower- and higher-quality 
animals from his own assets (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 6:5-6). 
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Additional examples include an offering that was intermingled 
with an animal born of a mixture of diverse kinds,’ e.g., the 
offspring of a ram and a goat, or with an animal with a wound 
that will cause it to die within twelve months [tereifa], or 
with an animal born by caesarean section.’ In all these cases the 
animals that are intermingled shall graze until they 
become unfit" for sacrifice and then they shall be sold. And 
from the money received in the sale, the owner shall bring 
another offering of the monetary value of the highest-quality 
animal among them, of the same type" of offering that the 
intermingled offering was. 


The mishna continues: If sacrificial animals were intermingled 
with unblemished, non-sacred animals," which, if consecrated, 
are fit for sacrifice, the non-sacred animals shall be sold for 
the purpose of purchasing offerings of the same type" as the 
offering with which they were intermingled. 


Ina case where sacrificial animals were intermingled with other 
sacrificial animals, if it was an animal of one type of offering 
with animals of the same type" of offering, one shall sacrifice 
this animal for the sake of whoever is its owner and one shall 
sacrifice that animal for the sake of whoever is its owner, and 
both fulfill their obligation. 


Ina case where sacrificial animals were intermingled with other 
sacrificial animals, where an animal of one type of offering was 
intermingled with animals not of the same type" of offering, e.g., 
two rams, where one is designated as a burnt offering and one 
as a peace offering, they shall graze until they become unfit 
for sacrifice and then they shall be sold. And from the money 
received in the sale, the owner shall bring another offering of 
the monetary value of the highest-quality animal among them 
as this type of offering, and another offering of the monetary 
value of the highest-quality animal among them as that type 
of offering, and he will lose the additional expense of purchas- 
ing two highest-quality animals, when he had sold only one 
highest-quality animal, from his own assets. 


NOTES 


They shall graze until they become unfit, etc. - 9 ay? 
"31 axAD Ww: Most sacrificial animals that have been dis- 
qualified are left to graze until they develop a blemish. At that 
point they can be redeemed with money, with the money of 
their sale going for various purposes depending on the par- 
ticular type of offering. In this case, none of the animals may 
be sacrificed on the altar, because it is unclear which of the 
animals is the one that is prohibited. None of the animals may 
be slaughtered outside the Temple courtyard either, as each 
one might be a sacrificial animal, and one who slaughters a 
sacrificial animal outside the Temple is liable to receive karet. 
Likewise, one may not derive benefit from the animals, as 
this might be deriving prohibited benefit from a consecrated 
item. The only solution is to redeem all the sacrificial animals 
in the mixture, and to bring other offerings in their stead. 
Since animals dedicated to the altar may not be redeemed 
while they are unblemished and fit for sacrifice, one must 
wait until they develop a blemish before redeeming them. 


Of the monetary value of the highest-quality animal 
among them of the same type — inixa jaw 737 1273 
pan: For example, if the mixture included a burnt offering, 


which must be male, one takes the value of the highest- 
quality male and states: The burnt offering that was in the 
mixture is hereby desacralized through this money. He then 
purchases a burnt offering with the money. There is no need 
to desacralize the disqualified animal in the mixture, as it is 
non-sacred. If the disqualified animal was a sacrificial animal 
it must be redeemed as well, so that one does not come to 
misuse consecrated property. 


For the purpose [/etzorkhei] of purchasing offerings of 
the same type - pan inix rand: For example, if a peace 
offering was intermingled with non-sacred animals, all the 
animals should be sold to people who are obligated to bring 
peace offerings. In certain manuscripts, the text reads: For 
the requirements [/etzrikhei] of the same type. Either way, 
all the animals will be peace offerings. The only remaining 
issue is that one of them was designated for a particular per- 
son, and it is not known which animal that is. Therefore, the 
priest should sacrifice each of them for whoever is its owner, 
as stated subsequently with regard to an intermingling of 
sacrificial animals of the same type (Rashi). 
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In a case where sacrificial animals were intermingled with a first- 
born offering or with an animal tithe offering, ™ they shall graze 
until they become unfit for sacrifice and they shall both be eaten 
as a firstborn offering or as an animal tithe offering. 


All offerings can become indistinguishably intermingled with each 
other, except for a sin offering’ and a guilt offering, as the Gemara 


will explain. 
G E M A The mishna teaches the halakha of all the 
offerings that were intermingled with ani- 
mals from which deriving benefit is forbidden. This indicates that 
one offering became intermingled with a majority of prohibited 
animals, as it is usual to describe the smaller unit as being inter- 
mingled with the larger unit. The Gemara asks: If so, what is the 
meaning of the term: Even, in the clause: Even if the ratio is one in 
ten thousand, deriving benefit from them all is prohibited and they 
all must die. If the permitted animal is rendered prohibited by a 
simple majority, of course it is prohibited if the ratio is one in ten 
thousand. 


The Gemara explains: This is what the mishna is saying: All the 
offerings in which were intermingled" sin offerings left to die, or 
in which an ox that was sentenced to be stoned was intermingled, 
even if the ratio is one forbidden animal intermingled with ten 
thousand offerings, they all must die. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: Why is this mishna necessary? 
We already learn this halakha on another occasion, in a mishna 
(Temura 28a): With regard to all animals whose sacrifice on the 
altar is prohibited, if they are intermingled with animals whose 
sacrifice is permitted they render the entire mixture prohibited in 
any amount, regardless of the ratio of permitted to prohibited 
animals. The mishna adds that these are the animals whose sacrifice 
is prohibited: An animal that actively copulated with a person, 
and an animal that was the object of bestiality. That mishna pro- 
ceeds to add other categories of animals to this list, including ones 
mentioned in the mishna here. In any event, the basic halakha of 
the mishna is also taught in tractate Temura. 


Rav Ashi says: I said this halakha in the presence of Rav Shimi, 
and he explained to me that both mishnayot are necessary," as each 
teaches a novelty not included in the other. Rav Ashi clarifies: As, 
if this halakha was learned only from there, the mishna in Temura, 
I would say that this statement, that prohibited animals render a 
mixture prohibited in any ratio, applies only to prohibiting the 
animals from being sacrificed to the Most High; but with regard to 
prohibiting the animals even to an ordinary person [hedyot],' e.g, 
that if they became intermingled with an ox that is to be stoned they 
all must die without the possibility of redemption, one might say 
that they are not all rendered prohibited in benefit, as the prohib- 
ited animal is nullified in a majority. Therefore, the mishna here 
teaches that even with regard to deriving benefit, all the animals in 
the mixture are prohibited. 


NOTES 


Where sacrificial animals were intermingled with a firstborn 
offering or with an animal tithe offering — Wi aW): 
These offerings cannot be redeemed, as the verse states with 
regard to a firstborn: “You shall not redeem” (Numbers 18:17), 
and with regard to the animal tithe: “It shall not be redeemed 
(Leviticus 27:33). Even if one of these animals develops a blemish 
and one sells them, their sanctity is not removed by the money 
(see Temura 21a). Accordingly, even if all the animals in the mixture 
were to develop blemishes this would be of no effect, as with 
regard to a firstborn offering or an animal tithe offering that 
develops a blemish the Sages said that one may not sell them 
in the marketplace nor sell their meat by weight, so as not to 


degrade consecrated animals. 


In which were intermingled — ja swnaw: The Gemara is not 
suggesting that the text of the mishna should be emended; 
rather, it is explaining the meaning of the mishna, as the Hebrew 
allows both for the possibility that the permitted items were in 
the majority and for the possibility that the prohibited items were 
the majority (see Tiferet Yisrael). 


n" 


And both mishnayot are necessary — }39¥%}: The basic assump- 
tion of this discussion in the Gemara is that by Torah law any 
item that becomes intermingled with others is nullified in a 
simple majority, in accordance with the verse that states: “Follow 
a multitude” (Exodus 23:2). It is therefore necessary to explain 
the rationale in every case where the halakha differs from this 
fundamental principle. 


HALAKHA 


Where sacrificial animals were intermingled with a 
firstborn offering or with an animal tithe offering — 
wya 313W): In a case where sacrificial animals 
became intermingled with a firstborn offering or with 
an animal tithe offering, they are left to graze until they 
develop a blemish and become unfit for sacrifice, at 
which point they are both eaten in accordance with 
the halakhot of a firstborn offering or an animal tithe 
offering that developed a blemish. Before eating, one 
must deconsecrate the sacrificial animal by consecrat- 
ing another animal of the value of the higher-quality of 
the two animals (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 6:14, and see Lehem Mishne there). 


BACKGROUND 


Sin offering — nxwn: If a Jew unwittingly commits a 
transgression which if performed intentionally is punish- 
able by karet, he is obligated to bring a sin offering. A sin 
offering brought by an individual is either a female lamb 
or a goat in its first year. It must be slaughtered in the 
northern section of the Temple courtyard and its blood 
collected there. The blood is sprinkled on each of the four 
corners of the altar. The fats of the sin offering are burned 
on the altar, and its flesh is eaten by the priests. Other 
sin offerings are brought in certain cases as part of the 
purification rites at the conclusion of a period of ritual 
impurity, e.g., fora woman who has given birth. There are 
yet other sin offerings that serve to atone for the com- 
munity, as well as sin offerings brought by the leaders 
of the people to atone for their own transgressions. 


LANGUAGE 


Ordinary person [hedyot] — wit: From the Greek 
iStdtNg, idiotés, meaning a common person who holds 
no official position. The term has come to refer to a lay 
person as opposed to a priest, or to an item owned by 
such a person as opposed to an item owned by the 
Temple treasury. 
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BACKGROUND 
Wine used for a libation — 793”: In its strict sense, this term 
refers to wine used in the rites of idolatry. It is prohibited to 
drink or derive benefit from such wine (see Deuteronomy 
32:38). The Sages extended the scope of this prohibition to 
the drinking of any wine touched by gentiles even if it was 
not used, or intended, for idolatry. 
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Rav Ashi continues: And if this halakha was learned only from here, 
I would say that it is only these categories that are mentioned in this 

mishna, i.e., sin offerings that were condemned to die or an ox that 
was sentenced to be stoned, that render a mixture prohibited in any 
ratio. The halakha is stringent with regard to them, as they are items 

from which deriving benefit is prohibited. But with regard to these 

categories mentioned in the mishna in Temura, e.g., an animal that 
copulated with a person, which are not items from which deriving 
benefit is prohibited, one might say that they are not disqualified 

from being sacrificed, and they are nullified in a majority. Therefore, 
both mishnayot are necessary. 


The Gemara questions this explanation: This justifies the mishna 

here, but concerning the halakha stated in Temura, why did that 
mishna teach the halakha with regard to those animals that are not 

items from which deriving benefit is prohibited, such as an animal 

that copulated with a person; the tanna already taught this halakha 

in the mishna here. The Gemara answers: Does the mishna here 

teach by what ratio they render the mixture prohibited? The impor- 
tant measure: In any amount, is taught there, in Temura, not in the 

mishna here, and that is the novelty of the mishna in Temura. 


The Gemara challenges: But if so, let the tanna teach that mishna in 
Temura, and then he would not require this mishna here. Why teach 
the second clause of the mishna here? The Gemara explains: It was 
necessary for the tanna to mention the remedy, i.e., that the animals 
that are intermingled shall graze until they become unfit for sacrifice 
and then they shall be sold; and from the money received in the sale, 
the owner shall bring another offering of the monetary value of the 
highest-quality animal among them as the same type of offering that 
the sacrificial animal was. This halakha is not stated in the mishna 
in Temura. 


The Gemara raises another difficulty. The halakha of the mishna that 
items from which deriving benefit is prohibited render a mixture 
prohibited in any amount even to an ordinary person, as stated with 
regard to the sin offerings that were condemned to die and an ox 
that was sentenced to be stoned, is also taught in a mishna (Avoda 
Zara 74a): And these following items are themselves forbidden, 
and any amount of them renders other items with which they 
become mixed forbidden: Wine used for a libation® that became 
mixed with kosher wine, and objects of idol worship that were 
intermingled with permitted items. 


The Gemara explains that both the mishna here and the mishna in 
Avoda Zara are necessary, as, if this halakha had been learned only 
from there, the mishna in Avoda Zara, I would say that this applies 
only if the prohibited animal is intermingled with a non-sacred 
animal and thereby becomes prohibited to an ordinary person. But 
if it is intermingled with offerings that are designated to the Most 
High so a loss to the Temple would ensue, one might say that we 
should not lose all the valid offerings, and therefore the prohibited 
animal should be nullified in a simple majority. Accordingly, the 
ruling of the mishna here was necessary, to teach that the same 
applies to a mixture involving offerings. 
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The Gemara continues: And conversely, if this halakha were learned 
only from here I would say that this statement, that the entire 
mixture is prohibited, applies specifically to sacrificial animals, as 
it is repulsive to sacrifice to God an animal from a mixture that 
includes a prohibited animal. But with regard to deriving benefit 
from a non-sacred animal from this mixture, which is not a repul- 
sive act, one might say: Let the items from which deriving benefit 
is prohibited be nullified in a majority. Therefore, the mishna in 
Avoda Zara is also necessary. 


The Gemara questions the ruling of the mishna: But let the prohib- 
ited animals be nullified in a majority, as is the halakha concerning 
other matters, in which the minority items assume the status of the 
majority. And if you would say in response that animals are signifi- 
cant, as they are counted individually and therefore they are not 
nullified in a majority, this answer is unsatisfactory. The Gemara 
elaborates: This suggested answer works out well according to 
the one who says that we learned in the mishna discussing nullifi- 
cation in a majority (see Orla 3:6-7): Any item whose manner 
is also to be counted, i.e., that are sometimes sold by unit rather 
than weight or volume, is considered significant. This definition 
includes animals, as they are sometimes sold as individual animals, 
and therefore they would be considered significant. 


But according to the one who says that we learned in that mishna: 
An item whose manner is exclusively to be counted, i.e., one that 
is always sold by unit, is considered significant, what can be said? 
Although animals are often sold by unit, they are occasionally sold 
as part of a herd, and would therefore not be considered significant. 
The Gemara cites the mishna in which this dispute appears. As we 
learned (Orla 3:6-7): With regard to one who had bundles of 
fenugreek," a type of legume, that were diverse kinds planted in a 
vineyard,” from which it is prohibited to derive benefit, 


those bundles must be burned. If the bundles were intermingled 
with others, and those others were intermingled with others," 
they all must be burned. This is the statement of Rabbi Meir. 
And the Rabbis say: They can be nullified when the total is 201 
items," i.e., one prohibited item intermingled with two hundred 
permitted ones. 


NOTES 


And those others were intermingled with others — wnx) 
pana: In this case, bundles of fenugreek that include diverse 
kinds were mixed with new bundles of fenugreek, and those 
then become intermingled with other bundles. There is a com- 
pound uncertainty here, as perhaps this bundle is not the one 
from the first mixture, and even if it is, it is possible that it is 
not the bundle of diverse kinds. Nevertheless, all the bundles 
are prohibited. 

Some commentaries maintain that the phrase: And those 
others were intermingled with others, should be omitted from 


They can be nullified when the total is 201 items - by 
DDN mga: If a bundle of vegetables that are prohibited 
as diverse kinds in a vineyard became intermingled with two 


HALAKHA 


he mishna, as only Rabbi Yehuda maintains in accordance with 
his opinion, not Rabbi Meir (Rabbeinu Tam). Others contend 
hat the phrase: And those others were intermingled with oth- 
ers, means that the entire mixture, not just one bundle from it, 
became intermingled with other bundles of fenugreek. If so, 
his is not a compound uncertainty but a second majority, and 
he mishna is teaching that even in this manner the bundles of 
enugreek are not nullified according to the opinion of Rabbi 

eir, due to the stated reason that it is the manner of these 
bundles to be counted. 


hundred other bundles, they are all permitted, in accordance 
with the opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 


Ma‘akhalot Assurot 16:8). 


BACKGROUND 


Fenugreek — won: Trigonella foenum-graecum L., also 
known in modern Hebrew as hilbe, belongs to the legume 
family. It is a short plant, growing to less than 1 m high. The 
plant has hollow, hairy stems, light green leaves arranged 
in threes, and white flowers. The fruit is found in small pods 
up to15 cm long, and it contains flat seeds about 5 mm long. 
The plant is generally grown for its seeds, which are used as 
food and for preparing spices. The young branches are also 
edible when cooked. In some countries, fenugreek is used as 
animal fodder and as fertilizer. It is typically a cultivated plant, 
although a wild strain has also developed in certain regions. 
Since its pods do not crack when they ripen, fenugreek can 
be left in the field and harvested all at once, like grain. 


Fenugreek leaves, seeds, and pods 


Diverse kinds planted in a vineyard - 0937 wba: It is pro- 
hibited to plant or maintain any crops other than grapes 
in a vineyard (see Deuteronomy 22:9). In contrast to the 
prohibition against a mixture of diverse kinds, the prohib- 
ited crop grown in a vineyard may not be eaten or used. It 
renders the entire vineyard prohibited, and all the produce 
must be burned. 
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NOTES 

Nuts with brittle shells [ferekh] — 319 "tite: The Rambam, in 
his Commentary on the Mishna, explains that Perekh is the 
name of a place. The nuts that came from this place were 
extremely rare (see Bemidbar Rabba 21:20). If so, they are 
similar to pomegranates from Badan. Others maintain, based 
on the midrash (Shir HaShirim Rabba 6:1), that ferekh comes 
from the word nifrakh, meaning to crumble. This refers to 
nuts whose shells crumble on their own (Rabbi Shimshon 
of Saens; see Arukh). 


Beet greens - py soon: Some commentaries maintain 
that these are chard stalks (Arukh). Others explain that this 
refers to a particular type of beet, tougher than the standard 
kind, which is somewhat similar to the tough Lovegrass, 
genus Eragrostis (Meiri on Beitza 3b). 


Cabbage stalks — 373 p: These stalks are the main part 
of the cabbage, a kind of stem. Nevertheless, this mishna is 
not referring only to the stem but to a section of the cabbage 
which was known by this name. According to Rashi on Beitza 
3b, the reference is to particularly large cabbages found in 
Eretz Yisrael. Some commentaries say that this does not refer 
to regular cabbage leaves, nor to the type of cabbage that 
generally grows in the shape of leaves, but to a special type 
of high-quality cabbage with large, distinctive stalks (Meiri 
on Beitza 3b). The term here is kilhei, but there is a variant 
reading, accepted by the Rambam, of kulsei, which would 
accord with the explanation of Rashi in tractate Beitza. 


Loaves of a homeowner - man bya bw ninaa: : These loaves 
are larger and more significant than those of a baker (Rab- 
beinu Hananel on Beitza 3b). 
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The mishna continues: Rabbi Meir holds that they all must be 
burned, as Rabbi Meir would say: Any item whose manner is 
to be counted renders its mixture prohibited, as it is considered 
significant and cannot be nullified. And the Rabbis say: Only 
six items are sufficiently significant to render their mixture pro- 
hibited. Rabbi Akiva says: There are seven." And they are: Nuts 
with brittle shells,“’ and pomegranates from Badan,’ and sealed 
barrels? of wine, and beet greens," and cabbage stalks," and Greek 
gourd.® Rabbi Akiva adds: Loaves of a homeowner" are also in 
this category. 


The mishna continues: Different prohibitions apply to these items. 
That which is fit to be forbidden due to the prohibition against 
eating the fruit ofa tree during the first three years after its plant- 
ing [orla],’ i.e., nuts, pomegranates, and sealed barrels of wine, 
prohibit their mixture as orla. That which is fit to be forbidden 
due to diverse kinds planted in a vineyard, i.e., beets, cabbage, and 


gourd, prohibit their mixture as diverse kinds in a vineyard. 


HALAKHA 


Rabbi Akiva says there are seven — Yaw Wai KI”PY *37: 
By rabbinic law, a prohibited item of significance cannot be 
nullified, even by one in a thousand. Some say this applies only 
if it was intermingled with items of the same type, while others 
claim this applies even if they are not of the same type (Shakh). 
These include the six items listed by the Sages: High-quality 
nuts from Perekh, pomegranates from Badan, sealed barrels 
of wine, beet greens, cabbage stalks and Greek gourds, and 
loaves of a homeowner. Rabbi Akiva adds a seventh item, the 
loaves of a homeowner, to the list. The halakha is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva. 

Some authorities maintain that any item that is occasionally 
sold by unit cannot be nullified (Bah), while others hold that 


Nuts with brittle shells — 19 "tiag: This is the walnut, which 
was common throughout Eretz Yisrael. Walnut trees were 
planted even in the Jordan Valley and the Genosar Valley. They 
were positioned in the shade of palm trees, so that the palm 
branches would protect the walnut trees from the heat of the 
sun. 

The walnuts that grew in Eretz Yisrael at that time were 
of three types, based on the thickness of their shells. Perekh 
walnuts had thin shells; medium walnuts had shells of inter- 
mediate thickness; and there were walnuts with hard shells, 
known as kantarnin. Of these three types, Perekh walnuts were 
considered the highest quality. The shells of medium walnuts 
had to be broken with a stone, whereas it was difficult to crack 
kantarnin walnuts even with a stone. 


Walnuts 


Badan -}1x2: This is identified as the modern Horvat Parveh in 
Wadi Badan, a few kilometers northwest of Shechem. 


Sealed barrels — niano ntan: Barrels during the talmudic 
period were generally made of earthenware, and were typically 
used for storing foodstuffs. Such barrels would be sealed with 
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this principle applies only to items that are invariably sold by 
unit (Rema). If there is uncertainty as to whether or not an item 
is significant, it can be nullified, as this is uncertainty with regard 
to a prohibition by rabbinic law (Rema). The principle is that any 
item that is significant in a particular place cannot be nullified 
in that place. The Rambam writes: It appears to me that any 
item that is considered important to the residents of the place 
in question, similar to nuts from Perekh and pomegranates from 
Badan in Eretz Yisrael at that time, render the entire mixture 
prohibited in any amount. The Rabbis mentioned these par- 
ticular examples because they render a mixture prohibited at 
all times and places (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot 
Assurot 16:9; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a noa). 


BACKGROUND 
a plug. These plugs were earthenware stoppers, which would 
seal the extremely narrow mouths of the barrels. The plug was 
a vessel in its own right, but when the barrel was transported 
from one place to another, or if it was placed in storage for an 
extended period of time, the plug would be sealed to the bar- 
rel with mud. To open the barrel, one would remove the mud 
covering and extract the plug. 


Barrel 


Plug 


Earthenware barrel with a plug 


Greek gourd — my nyt: Also called the bottle gourd or 
Lagenaria siceraria, this is a leafy summer vegetable of the 
gourd family. Usually it grows extended on the ground, but at 
times it is trellised on branches of trees, with its fruits hanging 
down. The greenish-white gourd produced by the plantis large, 
40-50 cm long and 25-30 cm wide, and shaped like a jug or 
bottle. The young fruit is typically eaten cooked and its seeds 
are consumed as a dessert. 


Orla - any: It is prohibited to eat or derive benefit from fruit 
that grows during the first three years after a tree has been 
planted (see Leviticus 19:23). This prohibition applies only to 
the fruit but not to the other parts of the tree. In addition, the 
prohibition does not apply to trees that are planted as a fence 
for property or as a wind buffer, rather than for their fruit. 


Bottle gourd 
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And it was stated that there is a dispute between amora’im with 
regard to the wording of Rabbi Meir’s opinion in this mishna. 
Rabbi Yohanan says that we learned: Only an item whose manner 
is exclusively to be counted" is significant and cannot be nulli- 
fied, and it therefore renders its mixture prohibited according to 
the opinion of Rabbi Meir. And Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish says 
that we learned: Any item whose manner is also to be counted 
is significant and cannot be nullified. 


The Gemara reiterates its question: This works out well according 
to the opinion of Reish Lakish, but according to the opinion of 
Rabbi Yohanan, what can be said? According to his opinion, since 
animals are not sold exclusively by unit, they are not sufficiently 
significant. Therefore, a prohibited animal should be nullified in a 
simple majority. Rav Pappa says: According to Rabbi Yohanan, 
this tanna, who says that a prohibited animal cannot be nullified, is 
the tanna of the halakha concerning a litra of dried figs, who says: 


Any item that is counted, even if it is prohibited by rabbinic law, 
e.g, teruma of fruit, cannot be nullified," and all the more so items 
prohibited by Torah law, such as animals that are disqualified for 
the altar, as in the mishna. 


This is as it is taught in a baraita (Tosefta, Terumot 5:11): The baraita 
discusses three cases, all of which relate to the tithing of figs, which 
is an obligation by rabbinic law. The first is the case of a litra' of 
untithed dried figs™ that were pressed in different vessels and 
shaped into circles, that one placed into a barrel containing tithed 
figs, and during the process of producing a circle he pressed the 
figs onto the opening of one of the circular vessels in which the 
circles are formed, and he does not know into which circular vessel 
he pressed it. The second is the case in which he recalls that he 
pressed it on the opening of a barrel containing tithed figs, but he 
does not know into which barrel he pressed it. The third case 
is that he recalls that he pressed it on the opening of a straw 
receptacle containing tithed figs, but he does not know into 
which receptacle he pressed it. In all of these cases, there is a dis- 
pute between Rabbi Meir and Rabbi Yehuda as to the details of a 
dispute between Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi Yehoshua. 


Rabbi Meir says that Rabbi Eliezer says: One views the upper 
layers of possibly untithed dried figs as though they are separate 
pieces," rather than one unit. And the lower ones, which were there 
beforehand and have certainly been tithed, nullify the upper ones, 
as there are enough circles of figs to nullify the upper layer. One 
does not need to tithe the figs at the top of any of the containers. 


NOTES 


Even if it is prohibited by rabbinic law it cannot be nullified - 
bya xb para yoy: This is the halakha of dried figs, as by Torah 
law the obligation of teruma applies only to wheat, wine, and 
oil, not to other produce. Furthermore, even if one were to hold 
that the obligation of teruma applies to those fruits by Torah 
law, nowadays the obligation of teruma does not apply at all 
by Torah law. 


A litra of dried figs, etc. — 1a niyxp x: Typically, figs are not 
eaten fresh but rather are dried in various ways. After the fruit is 
picked, the stems are usually removed and the figs are placed 
to dry in the sun before being pressed. In talmudic times, after 
the figs were pressed they would be cut with a special knife 
into pieces, each weighing one litra, and preserved in circular 
shapes. These circular shapes would be placed in a larger vessel 


for storage, although each would remain separate. In the case 
described here, one of the litra-sized pieces was placed on the 
opening of a container (Meiri). 


One views the upper layers of dried figs as though they are 
separate pieces, etc. — 1a) nitg p71 Hones Mia oyeT Ms ptr: In 
other words, although this /itra of dried figs that are teruma is 
not intermingled with all the other figs, since by Torah law the 
requirement to separate teruma does not apply to the figs, the 
Sages were lenient and allowed one to treat the teruma figs as 
though they were separated and intermingled with the other 
dried figs. Therefore, if there are one hundred litra of figs in total, 
including even the lower figs which could not possibly be the 
teruma, they nullify the litra of teruma. 


HALAKHA 


Whose manner is exclusively to be counted — iav1w nts 
ning: Some authorities maintain that anything that is 
always counted and only sold by unit cannot be nullified, 
and this is the accepted custom. This is the opinion of the 
Rema, citing Riva, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yohanan. The fact that the amora’im extensively discuss 
the opinion of Rabbi Meir indicates that the halakha is in 
accordance with his opinion (Beit Yosef). Sefer HaTeruma 
rules that items even occasionally sold by number cannot 
be nullified (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 11011, in the com- 
ment of Rema; and see Shakh and Beur HaGra there). 


LANGUAGE 


Litra - x: From the Greek ditpa, litra, or the Latin 
libra. The modern pound is derived from this measure 
of weight, and the abbreviation Ib for pound is short for 
libra. According to the Jerusalem Talmud, the weight of a 
Greek /itra is one hundred dinar, which is roughly 327 g. 


BACKGROUND 


Dried figs — niy»xp: In mishnaic and talmudic times, 
most figs were preserved by drying. The dried figs are 
called ketziot. Those figs that are placed to dry and are not 
processed any further are called gerogarot. Sometimes, 
dried figs were stored in barrels or strung on a cord. As 
stated here, a significant proportion of ketziot would be 
processed further and pressed in barrels or circular vessels. 
At that stage, the figs are called deveilot. 


Ketziot for sale in Jerusalem 
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HALAKHA 


If there are one hundred openings the untithed /itra of 
figs is nullified -byt paa ayga w? ox: If one who had jugs 
full of dried, tithed figs pressed a litra of dried figs that were 
teruma onto the opening of a jug but does not know which 
jug, the halakha is as follows: If there were 101 jugs in total, 
the /itra is nullified. He should sell one jug to a priest, and 
subtract from the sale price of the jug the price of that litra, 
which is teruma. If there were fewer than 101 jugs in total, 
all of the fruits at the openings of the jugs are considered 
to be a mixture that contains teruma, which is prohibited, 
whereas the fruits in the other parts of the jugs are permit- 
ted. The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehoshua and contrary to that of Rabbi Eliezer, as Rabbi 
Yehoshua's ruling is stated in the form of an unattributed 
mishna. Furthermore, according to the Jerusalem Talmud 
the opinion attributed here to Rabbi Eliezer is actually that 
of Rabbi Yehuda (Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot Terumot 
14:6-7, and see Kesef Mishne there). 


If one pressed the litra of figs into a circular vessel - D171 
buna: With regard to one who pressed the /itra onto a cir- 
cular container but is not sure exactly onto which container 
and where on the container he pressed it, the dried figs 

are considered separate pieces. Consequently, if, in all the 

circular containers combined, there are one hundred parts 

more than the litra, the litra is nullified. The halakha follows 

the interpretation of Rabbeinu Hananel on Beitza 4a. This is 

the ruling provided that in each circular vessel there is more 

than two litra, so that the teruma is nullified in a majority, 
since produce whose teruma status is uncertain is nullified 

in a majority of non-sacred produce, as indicated in the Jeru- 
salem Talmud (Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot Terumot 14:7). 


Living creatures are significant — wn on bya: If offer- 
ings were intermingled with an animal from which deriving 
benefit is forbidden, e.g., sin offerings that were rendered 
unfit and condemned to die or an ox that was sentenced 
to be stoned, even if the ratio is one forbidden animal that 
was intermingled with ten thousand animals fit for sacrifice, 
deriving benefit from them is prohibited and they all must 
die. The reason is that animals are considered too important 
to be nullified, as stated by Rav Ashi (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 6:1 and Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Ma‘akhalot Assurot 16:7; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a noa). 


NOTES 


The layer is not nullified - by» x: Rabbi Yehoshua main- 
tains that although one might sell an entire dried fig cake, 
some people cut off and sell each /itra as a separate unit. 
Therefore, these dried figs are categorized as: Any item 
whose manner is also to be counted, and they are not nul- 
lified (Rashi). 


Living creatures are significant — wn own bya: In other 
words, the fact that animals are alive renders them signifi- 
cant, even if they are small, and sold in groups. Consequently, 
they are not nullified despite the fact that there is no other 
significant aspect to them. Dead animals are not included 
in this principle but are nullified in a majority, apart from 
certain exceptions (see Tosafot on 72a). 
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Rabbi Meir continues: By contrast, Rabbi Yehoshua says: If there 
are one hundred openings of containers present there, the untithed 
litra of figs on the opening of one of the containers is nullified" in a 
ratio of one part of untithed figs to one hundred parts of similar, 
tithed figs. But if not, all of the layers of figs at the openings of the 
containers are prohibited, i.e., viewed as untithed, as one of them 
certainly contains an untithed litra that has not been nullified. And 
the figs on the insides of the vessels are permitted, as the untithed 
figs certainly did not reach there. This is Rabbi Meir’s version of the 
dispute. 


The baraita continues: Rabbi Yehuda says that Rabbi Eliezer says: 
If there are one hundred openings of containers with tithed figs 
present there, in addition to the untithed figs, it is nullified in the 
one hundred. But if not, all of the layers of figs at the openings of 
the containers are prohibited, i.e., viewed as untithed, as one of them 
certainly contains an untithed litra that has not been nullified. And 
the figs on the insides of the vessels are permitted, as the untithed 
figs certainly did not reach there. 


Rabbi Yehuda continues his statement: By contrast, Rabbi Yehoshua 
says: Even if there are three hundred openings present there, the 
layer at the top of the container is not nullified." This litra cannot be 
nullified in any manner, as Rabbi Yehoshua maintains that even an 
item occasionally sold by unit, such as a circle of dried figs, can never 
be nullified. 


Rabbi Yehuda continues: But if one pressed the litra of dried figs into 
a circular vessel" along with other dried figs, but does not know 
onto which place, i.e., which side, of the circular vessel he pressed 
it, whether, e.g., to its northern side or to its southern side, in this 
case, as the prohibited litra is not located in a defined place and it 
cannot be distinguished from the others, itis not considered an item 
of significance, and everyone agrees that it is nullified. Accordingly, 
the ruling of the mishna that animals that are disqualified from being 
sacrificed are not nullified is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehoshua as stated by Rabbi Eliezer, that an item occasionally sold 
by unit is not nullified. Rabbi Yohanan’s statement, that only an item 
whose manner is exclusively to be counted is significant and cannot 
be nullified, is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Meir. 


Rav Ashi says: You may even say that the mishna is in accordance 
with the opinion of the Rabbis, i.e., Rabbi Meir, who maintains that 
an item that is not always counted is nullified in a majority. The rea- 
son is that living creatures are significant," and therefore they are 
not nullified. 


§ The Gemara raises a difficulty with the ruling of the mishna that 
all of the animals are prohibited. And let us draw out and sacrifice 
one animal from the mixture, and say, i.e., apply the principle: Any 
item that separates from a group is assumed to have separated from 
the majority.’ Accordingly, the animal that was sacrificed is pre- 
sumed to be fit. One can continue in this manner until only two 
animals from the mixture remain. The Gemara questions this sugges- 
tion: Should we draw out an animal from the mixture? But this is 
the removal of an item from its fixed place, 


Any item that separates from a group is assumed to have 
separated from the majority - ws KITA W97 bs: This 
principle applies to many dilemmas involving the halakhot of 
prohibited and permitted mixtures. If an item whose status is 
unclear is found separated from a group, one can assume that 
it has the character of the majority of items in that group. 

This principle has certain limitations. For example, the item 


BACKGROUND 
known. It does not apply when the item remains in the mixture; 
in that case, the sample is flawed and there is room for concern 
that the item in question is not really from the majority com- 
ponent. In such a situation one applies the principle: Anything 
that is fixed, i.e., anything that remains in the mixture, is con- 
sidered an evenly balanced uncertainty, and the item is not 
attributed to the majority. 


must have emerged from a mixture whose proportions are 
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and there is a principle that anything fixed is considered as 
though it was half and half," i.e., equally balanced, and it remains 
a case of uncertainty. The Gemara clarifies its suggestion: Rather, 
let us push the intermingled animals so that they all move from 
their places, which negates the fixed status of the prohibited item. 
And accordingly, let us say with regard to each animal: Any item 
that separates" from a group is assumed to have separated from 
the majority. 


Rava says: Now that the Sages have said that we do not sacrifice 
any of them, this is evidently a rabbinic decree, lest ten priests 
come simultaneously and sacrifice" all the animals in the mixture 
together, not one at a time. Therefore, the fact that there could be 
a method to permit the animals is immaterial. 


One of the Sages said to Rava: If that is so, do you hold that 
the large basin [megisa]+ on which the sacrificial portions of the 
animal are placed is prohibited? In other words, is it possible that 
these animals, which were slaughtered when they were initially 
declared permitted after being separated from their places, could 
later become prohibited again when their sacrificial portions are 
ready to be burned on the altar? 


Rava responded that he did not mean there is a concern that ten 
priests would sacrifice their sacrificial portions simultaneously. 
Rather, the decree is due to the concern lest when the animals 
move, ten priests will come simultaneously and take them from 
the mixture. As all or most of the animals were separated simulta- 
neously in this case, it is assumed that the prohibited animal is 
among those that were separated. The Gemara asks: Is it possible 
for ten priests to take these scattered animals simultaneously? 
Rather, Rava says that one may not allow the animals to be sacri- 
ficed by moving them due to a decree that if this is allowed, one 
may, in another circumstance, allow them to be sacrificed even 
when they are taken from a fixed location." 


§ Rava said: Now that the Sages say in the mishna that we do 
not sacrifice any of the animals, if we did sacrifice one of them, 
the offering does not effect acceptance for the owner. Rav Huna 
bar Yehuda raised an objection to Rava from a mishna (Kinnim 
22b): With regard to a bird sin offering that was intermingled 
with a bird burnt offering," or a bird burnt offering that was 
intermingled with a bird sin offering, even if the ratio is one in 
ten thousand, they all must die, as there is no remedy for these 
birds. It is not known which is which, and their sacrificial rites are 
performed differently. 


HALAKHA 


Anything fixed is considered as though it was half and half - 
a7 myn by nym sap bp: If the majority of stores in a city 
sell kosher meat and a minority sell non-kosher meat, and 
someone entered one of the stores and purchased meat and 
does not know which store he entered, since it is a fixed major- 
ity its status is that of a balanced uncertainty and the meat is 
orbidden (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 
8:11; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a110:3). 


Any item that separates - w97 bs: With regard to one who 
finds meat in the marketplace or in the possession of a gentile, 
by Torah law he follows the majority. If the majority of stores 
sell kosher meat, the meat is permitted by Torah law. The Sages 
prohibited all meat that is found in a public place or in the 
possession of a gentile, and all meat that was out of the sight 
of Jews, even if all those who slaughter and sell meat are Jewish, 


unless it is clear that it is kosher (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Ma‘akhalot Assurot 8:11; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 63:1, 110:3). 


Due to a fixed location — 91377 Dwr: In a case where a pro- 
hibited animal or any other important item that is not nullified 
became intermingled with permitted items, if one of the items 
separated from the majority after it was known that they had 
become mixed, it is prohibited. This is the halakha if one sepa- 
rated the item intentionally, but if it became separated by itself 
it is permitted (Beur HaGra). Some later commentaries rule in 
accordance with the opinion of the Rosh that even in a case 
where an item in the mixture became separated by itself, if this 
occurred in our presence it is prohibited, as the concern that 
one might take an item from a fixed location is applicable in 
this situation as well (Shakh; Taz). 

The Rema writes that if all of the items separated at the 


NOTES 

Lest ten priests come simultaneously and sacrifice - xiaw 
IAP DNS naa OAD AW wa: The principle that any item 
that separates from a group is assumed to have separated from 
the majority assumes that the item that separated is permitted, 
while the prohibited item remains in the majority of the mixture. 
If the entire mixture, or most of it, is sacrificed together, this 
principle is not in effect, as there is no majority left upon which 
one can rely (Rashi). 


LANGUAGE 
Large basin [megisa] - xp: From the Greek payis, magis, 
and the identical magis in the Latin; a large bowl or a basket 
used for kneading dough. 


dit Lo 
Priests conducting the daily burnt offering, where one of the priests is holding 
part of the offering in a megisa 


same time, i.e., they did not remain in one place, and at the 
time of their move some of them separated from the rest of 
the group, those that separated from the group are permitted. 
This is the halakha even if one separated them on purpose 
(Beur HaGra). Only the last two of the group remain prohibited. 
If the movement of all the items from their previous location 
was performed on purpose, they are prohibited, as stated by 
Rava here (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 10:6). 


A bird sin offering that was intermingled with a bird burnt 
offering - ays AI wnaw mxvn: Ifa bird sin offering became 
intermingled with burnt offerings, or vice versa, they all must 
die, even if the ratio is one in ten thousand (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 8:1). 
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HALAKHA 


He performed all their rites above the red line, etc. — [Mwy 
^D mya: If a priest took a group of birds of which half 
were sin offerings and half were burnt offerings, and did not 
consult a halakhic authority but sacrificed all of them above 
the red line or all of them below the red line, half are fit and 
half are unfit. If he sacrificed half above the red line and half 
below without knowing which was which, all are disqualified, 
since the sin offerings may all have been sacrificed as burnt 
offerings and vice versa (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 8:9, and Mahari Kurkus there). 


Living creatures are not permanently rejected - on bya 
PMP wyg: Animals that are disqualified are not permanently 
rejected. Rather, they become acceptable for sacrifice when 
the cause of their initial disqualification is removed. This is not 
in accordance with the opinion of Rava. Although Rava is a 
later authority, and the halakha is generally in accordance with 
the opinion of a later Sage, it is possible that while his state- 
ment is in accordance with the opinion that living creatures 
are not rejected, he himself does not agree with this opinion 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 6:1, 17, and 
Kesef Mishne there). 


Perek VIII 
Daf74 Amuda 


PERSONALITIES 


Hanan the Egyptian — »twiait jan: There were at least two 
Sages of this name. The first was an important judge in Jeru- 
salem during the era of the Second Temple, while the second 
was a leading student in the yeshiva of Yavne after the Temple's 
destruction. Although they were great Torah scholars, neither 
of them received the title of rabbi, either because they were 
too young or for some other reason. 

The appellation: The Egyptian, indicates the Sage came 
from Egypt, or was from a family that came from Egypt. 
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The mishna continues: In what case is this statement said? In the 
case of a priest who consulted the court to ask how he should 
proceed. But in the case ofa priest who did not consult the court, 
but sacrificed them of his own accord, if there was an equal number 
of bird sin offerings and burnt offerings, and he performed all their 
sacrificial rites above the red line" that circumscribes the altar at 
its midpoint, as required for a burnt offering, half of the birds 
are fit, as in any event the burnt offerings were sacrificed properly, 
and half are unfit. 


Likewise, ifhe performed all of their sacrificial rites below the red 
line, half are fit, as in any event the sin offerings were sacrificed 
properly, and half are unfit. Ifhe performed the sacrificial rites of 
one of the birds below the red line and one of the birds above 
the red line, they are both unfit, as I say that the sin offering 
was sacrificed above the red line and the burnt offering was sac- 
rificed below. This mishna proves that an offering that is prohib- 
ited to be sacrificed as part of a mixture is fit after the fact, which 
contradicts the statement of Rava. 


Rather, Rava would claim that this matter depends on a dispute 
between tanna’im. This statement of Rava is in accordance with 
the opinion of the one who says that living creatures that become 
disqualified are permanently rejected from being sacrificed on 
the altar, and this animal was rejected when it was part of the 
mixture. That ruling of the mishna in Kinnim is in accordance with 
the opinion of the one who says that living creatures are not 
permanently rejected" from the altar. Therefore, if the animal was 
sacrificed it is fit. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: But there is the case of slaughtered 

offerings that are rejected from the altar, concerning which every- 
one agrees that these are rejected. Even those who say that living 

creatures generally are not rejected agree that, in this case, they 
should be rejected. 


And we learned in a mishna (77b) that in a case where sacrificial 
portions from unblemished burnt offerings became mixed with 
sacrificial portions from blemished burnt offerings, which are 
disqualified, Rabbi Eliezer says: If the head of one of them was 
sacrificed on the altar before they knew of the blemish, all the 
heads should be sacrificed, as it is assumed that the head of the 
disqualified animal was the one already sacrificed on the altar. This 
indicates that even with regard to slaughtered animals, if they were 
rejected from the altar due to being in a mixture, they are not 
permanently rejected, but are fit after the fact. 


The Gemara explains that this mishna affords no proof, as Rabbi 
Eliezer states his ruling in accordance with the opinion of Hanan 
the Egyptian,’ who maintains that even slaughtered animals are 
not permanently rejected. As it is taught in a baraita that Hanan 
the Egyptian says, with regard to the two goats of Yom Kippur, 
the one sacrificed to God and the scapegoat designated to be sent 
to Azazel: Even ifthe blood of the sacrificed goat is already in the 
cup where it was collected and the scapegoat dies, the sacrificed 
goat is still a fit offering, and the priest brings another goat and 
joins it to this slaughtered goat to serve as the scapegoat. By con- 
trast, the other tanna’im, who maintain that slaughtered animals 
are rejected, hold that once they have become rejected due to 
being in a mixture they are no longer fit for sacrifice, as stated 
by Rava. 
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§ Concerning a similar case, Rav Nahman says that Rava bar Avuh 
says that Rav says: With regard to a ring’ used in idol worship,’ 
from which it is prohibited to derive benefit and which is not nul- 
lified even in a ratio of one in one hundred, that was intermingled" 
with one hundred permitted rings, and subsequently one of them 
fell into the Great Sea [Yam HaGadol],' they are all permitted." 
‘The reason is that we say: That ring that fell into the Great Sea is 
the prohibited ring." 


Rava raised an objection to Rav Nahman from the mishna: With 
regard to all the offerings that were intermingled with animals from 
which deriving benefit is prohibited, even if the ratio is one in ten 
thousand, they all must die. According to the opinion of Rav, that 
we say the one that was lost is the prohibited item, why must they 
all die? Let us say, with regard to the first animal that died, that the 
prohibited animal died, and the rest should be permitted. 


Rav Nahman said to Rava: Rav states his ruling in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, as we learned in the mishna that 
Rabbi Eliezer says: If the head of one of them is sacrificed on the 
altar before the priests knew of the blemish, all the heads should 
be sacrificed, as it is assumed that the head of the disqualified 
animal was the one already sacrificed on the altar. 


Rava asked Rav Nahman: But doesn’t Rabbi Elazar say: Rabbi 
Eliezer permitted the sacrifice of all the heads only if they were 
sacrificed two by two," as at least one of them is certainly permitted; 
but he did not permit them to be sacrificed one by one, in case 
the priest sacrifices the prohibited head by itself? How, then, can 
Rav Nahman permit the rings without qualification? Rav Nahman 
said to Rava: I too am saying that Rav permits the rings only if 
they are sold two at a time, in which case one of them is certainly 
not from idol worship. 


The Gemara discusses a similar case. Rav says: With regard to a 
ring used in idol worship that was intermingled with one hun- 
dred permitted rings, and then forty of them became separated 
to one place, and the other sixty became separated to another 
place, so that they are now two distinct groups of rings, if one 
ring from the group of forty became separated from them and 
then became intermingled with other rings, it does not render 
them prohibited. But if one ring from the other sixty became sepa- 
rated from its group and became mixed with other rings, it renders 
them prohibited. 


NOTES — 


Ring used in idol worship - 7 aay bw nyay: An example 
of a ring used in idol worship is one used as ornamentation 
for an idol (Rashi). This ring renders a mixture of any ratio prohib- 
ited, as is the halakha with regard to an idol, the items sacrificed 
to it, and all of its appurtenances (see Avoda Zara 74a). Some 
commentaries maintain this is referring to a particularly valu- 
able ring, which is not nullified due to its significance (Tosafot 
on 72a). 


One of them fell into the Great Sea, they are all permitted — 
tre nma binan o> oma nim 7a): By contrast, if a person 

dropped one of the rings into the Great Sea, even if he did so 

unwittingly, the other rings remain prohibited, in order that 
one will not be tempted to drop a ring intentionally (Tosafot). 


That ring that fell is the prohibited ring - 37 b331 17 
BPN: This prohibition applies only by rabbinic law, as by 
Torah law the ring is nullified in a majority. Therefore, the hala- 
kha is to be lenient and deem the rings permitted (Tosafot). 


Only if they were sacrificed two by two - nw nw xb: This 

sacrificial rite is permitted, as one of the heads is certainly fit for 
the altar. As for the possibility that one of them is the prohibited 

limb, in this regard the fact that one of the heads has already 
been sacrificed allows the priests to assume that the head previ- 
ously sacrificed was the prohibited one (Rashi). Others explain 

Rabbi Eliezer's opinion in a case of two by two as meaning that 
the other heads are permitted only if two of them have already 
been sacrificed. Only in this case is it assumed that the head 

of the blemished animal was one of the two that have been 

sacrificed (Rambam’s Commentary on the Mishna). 


BACKGROUND 
Ring - nya: Rings in the ancient Near East often had seals 
with images, frequently of pagan gods. This meant that the 
rings themselves could take on religious significance and 
even be used as objects of devotion. 


Roman ring with seal depicting the demigod Hercules 


HALAKHA 

Ring used in idol worship that was intermingled - nyav 
TIW Ty TTY by: With regard to an idol, the items 
sactificed to it, and its appurtenances, all of which prohibit 
a mixture in any amount, if one of the mixture fell into the 
sea, or was burned, or was otherwise totally destroyed, one 
may derive benefit from the rest of the items two at a time, 
as one of them is certainly permitted. The same applies to 
prohibited items that are not nullified due to their impor- 
tance, such as animals. Despite this, one individual may not 
derive benefit from all the remaining items, even by this 
method of two at a time (Tur). The halakha is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, following the explanation 
of Rav Nahman. 

The Rambam deems it prohibited for one to derive ben- 
efit from the items left in the mixture unless two of them 
fell into the sea. In such a case all the rest are permitted, as 
it is assumed that the prohibited item was one of those 
that was lost (Rambam Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot Avoda Zara 
7:10; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 1401, 110:7, and in the com- 
ment of Rema). 


LANGUAGE 

The Great Sea [Yam HaGadol] — bina D: This is one of 
the biblical names for the Mediterranean Sea, on whose 
eastern shore Eretz Yisrael lies. See, for example, the book 
of Joshua (1:4): “And unto the Great Sea toward the going 
down of the sun, shall be your border.” It is called by this 
name to differentiate it from other, far smaller lakes and 
bodies of water in Eretz Yisrael, such as the Sea of Galilee 
and the Dead Sea. 


Satellite view of the Eastern Mediterranean 
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—_————— _ Notes 

The prohibited ring is in the group that contains the 
majority of the rings — PYY x33 KVN: As Rashi explains, 
this consideration does not serve to permit the forty rings 
themselves, despite the fact that they are in the minority. The 
reason is that they were part of the group of the one hundred 
that were prohibited by the initial uncertainty, and since all 
those rings are extant, that uncertainty remains in place. It 
is not considered a compound uncertainty merely by the 
separation of the rings into two groups. 


Rather if all forty separated to one place, etc. - OX Kby 
na any Dipa? jaa oars w: In other words, the case is 
not one where one of the forty or sixty fell into a different pile 
of rings. Instead, all forty together fell into a different place, 
which results in a compound uncertainty: It is possible that 
the prohibited ring is in the larger group of sixty, and even if it 
is in the group of forty, this particular ring might be from the 
other group into which the forty rings fell. By contrast, if the 
sixty rings became intermingled with other rings, that mixture 
is prohibited, as it is presumed that the prohibited ring is 
among the sixty. Therefore, even if the sixty fell into a larger 
pile of rings, this is still considered only one uncertainty. 


Compound uneeHanity = xa par: This is a case in which 

there are two independent uncertain aspects of a situation. 

Generally, even in areas of halakha where the stringent prac- 
tice is adopted when there is one uncertain element, if there 

are two uncertain elements one may adopt the lenient prac- 
tice. For example, it is prohibited to tithe untithed produce 

on Shabbat. If one is uncertain whether or not Shabbat has 
begun, one may not separate the tithe. Similarly, if one is 

uncertain whether or not produce has been tithed, it may 

not be tithed on Shabbat proper. In a case where one was 

uncertain both as to whether or not Shabbat had begun and 

as to whether or not the produce had been tithed, tithing is 

permitted. The Gemara here discusses the application of this 

principle in cases involving items of idol worship. 


Cup - Dis: 


Glass cups and pitcher from the talmudic period 
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The Gemara asks: What is different concerning the case in which 
one ring from the group of forty separated, that it does not render 
the other rings prohibited? The reason is that we say: The prohib- 
ited ring is in the group that contains the majority of the rings," 
i.e., it is in the group of sixty. If so, in the case where one ring 
from the group of sixty became separated and became intermin- 
gled with the other rings, we should also say that the prohibited 
ring is still in the group that contains the majority of the rings, i.e., 
it is one of the fifty-nine remaining rings. Rather, Rav’s statement 
was as follows: Ifall forty became separated to one place," where 
they became intermingled with other rings, the forty rings do not 
render those other rings prohibited, as it is assumed that the 
prohibited ring is in the group of sixty. Conversely, if all of the sixty 
rings became separated to one place, where they became inter- 
mingled with other rings, the sixty rings render those other rings 
prohibited. 


Rav Yehuda, who said this statement citing Rav, added: When 
I said this ruling in the presence of Shmuel, that if the forty rings 
became intermingled with others they do not render them pro- 
hibited, he said to me: Disregard this halakha with regard to the 
case of idol worship, as this prohibition is so stringent that its 
uncertainty and its compound uncertainty’? are prohibited 
forever, i.e., no matter how many uncertainties are added they 
are all prohibited. 


The Gemara raises an objection to the opinion of Shmuel from a 
baraita: An uncertainty of idol worship is prohibited," but its 
compound uncertainty is permitted. How so? With regard to 
a cup® used in idol worship that fell into a storeroom full of 
cups, they are all prohibited. If one of these cups separated from 
the rest and fell into a group of ten thousand other cups, and 
from that ten thousand cups a single cup fell into ten thousand 
other cups, they are permitted. This baraita teaches that only one 
uncertainty is prohibited, not a compound uncertainty. 


The Gemara explains: This is a dispute between tanna’im, as it is 
taught in a baraita (Tosefta, Terumot 5:10) that Rabbi Yehuda says: 
Prohibited pomegranates from Badan, which are too significant 
to be nullified, prohibit a mixture in any amount. How so? If one 
of them fell into a group of ten thousand other pomegranates, and 
one of that group fell from that ten thousand into another ten 
thousand, they are all prohibited, despite the fact that this is a 
compound uncertainty. 


All forty became separated to one place - ti DYI wis 
y nipay: Ifa ring of idol worship became intermingled with 
one hundred rings, and then those rings became divided into 
two groups of sixty and forty, and the group of forty became 
mixed with another pile of rings, that pile is permitted. The 
reason is that the prohibited ring is assumed to be in the major- 
ity. If the group of sixty became intermingled with another 
pile, they are all prohibited. The halakha is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rav, following the principle with regard 
to the disputes between Rav and Shmuel that the halakha 
is in accordance with the opinion of Rav in matters involving 
prohibitions (Rambam Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot Avoda Zara 7:10, 
and see Ra'avad there). 


An üngertaintý of idol worship is prohibited - 71iay pap 
IPDN TY: An uncertainty involving idol worship is prohibited, 
but a compound uncertainty is permitted. How so? If a cup 
used for idol worship fell into a storeroom of cups, they are 
all prohibited, as items of idolatry prohibit a mixture in any 
amount. If one cup from this mixture becomes separated from 
he rest and becomes intermingled with two other cups, these 
are permitted. The halakha is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Shimon, as Rav follows his ruling. The wording of the 
Rambam indicates that his version of the Gemara mentions 
en thousand only once (Gra). The Shulhan Arukh rules that 
only if the cup became intermingled with two others, and 
hen one of the three became mixed with yet two others, the 
ast group is permitted. This follows the standard version of the 
ext, in keeping with the halakha of pomegranates from Badan 
Rambam Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot Avoda Zara 7:10; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De'a 10:7). 
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The baraita continues: Rabbi Shimon ben Yehuda says in the 
name of Rabbi Shimon: If a prohibited pomegranate fell into a 
group of ten thousand pomegranates, they are all prohibited, as 
he concedes that these pomegranates are not nullified in a majority. 
But if one pomegranate from the ten thousand fell into a group 
of three pomegranates," and one of these three pomegranates 
fell into a different place, it is permitted, as this is a compound 
uncertainty. 


The Gemara inquires: In accordance with the opinion of which 
of these tanna’im does Shmuel state his opinion that an item used 
in idol worship remains prohibited no matter how many uncertain- 
ties are involved? If you say that he stated his ruling in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, then even with regard to 
other prohibitions a compound uncertainty should be prohib- 
ited, as Rabbi Yehuda stated his ruling with regard to a prohibited 
pomegranate, not an item of idol worship. And if Shmuel stated 
his ruling in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, then 
even in the case of idol worship a compound uncertainty should 
be permitted, as Rabbi Shimon did not differentiate between 
different types of prohibitions. 


And if you would say that there is a difference according to the 
opinion of Rabbi Shimon between idol worship and other pro- 
hibitions, and he prohibits compound uncertainties only in the 
case of idol worship, then if so, that which is taught in the baraita 
cited previously: An uncertainty of idol worship is prohibited 
but its compound uncertainty is permitted, whose opinion does 
this represent? It is neither the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda nor the 
opinion of Rabbi Shimon. 


The Gemara answers: Actually, that baraita is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, as he permits a compound uncer- 
tainty in all cases. And Shmuel holds in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda with regard to one matter, that a com- 
pound uncertainty is prohibited in the case of idol worship, and 
disagrees with him with regard to one matter, as Shmuel does 
not apply this stringency to other prohibitions. 


Q The Gemara continues its analysis. The Master, Rabbi Shimon 
ben Yehuda citing Rabbi Shimon, says above: If one pomegranate 
from the ten thousand fell into a group of three pomegranates, 
and one of these three pomegranates fell into a different place, 
the mixture is permitted. 


The Gemara asks: What is different about a case where the pome- 
granate fell into a group of three other pomegranates? The essen- 
tial factor is that there is a majority of permitted pomegranates, 
which nullify the pomegranate that fell from the ten thousand. 
Even if it fell into a group of two others, there is a majority of 
permitted items. Why must it fall into a group of three? The 
Gemara explains: What is the meaning of three that the tanna of 
this baraita teaches? It means that there were two permitted pome- 
granates initially, and the pomegranate of uncertain status fell into 
them, for a total of three. 


rom the publisher 


NOTES 


One from the ten thousand fell into a group of three 
pomegranates, etc. — ^3) ahh xiava: The Rambam 
maintains that only the third mixture is permitted, as the 
ten thousand in which the significant prohibited item 
fell is considered certainly prohibited, and therefore two 
additional mixtures are required to create a situation of 
a compound uncertainty (Gra). Rashi contends that the 
first mixture of one in ten thousand is also considered an 
uncertainty, and consequently, if one of the group of three 
pomegranates fell into a different pile, not only is that 
pile permitted but so are the pomegranates left behind. 

The reason Rashi considers this to be a compound 
uncertainty is as follows: Perhaps the prohibited pome- 
granate never fell into that group, and even if it did, it 
is possible that the pomegranate that fell from that pile 
was the prohibited one, leaving the ones behind per- 
mitted. Josafot explain that even if none of the group 
of the three pomegranates fell elsewhere, each of those 
pomegranates can be permitted due to a compound 
uncertainty: Perhaps the prohibited pomegranate did 
not fall there, and even if it did, the pomegranate that 
the person just picked up might not be the prohibited 
pomegranate. Josafot concede that one may not eat all 
the pomegranates together, as in such a situation one is 
relying on a single uncertainty. It is for this reason that 
Rabbi Shimon described a case that involves yet another 
mixture, so that it would be permitted to consume all the 
pomegranates together. 


HALAKHA 


One from the ten thousand fell into a group of three 
pomegranates — awh KIDNA: Ifa prohibited item that 
cannot be nullified due to its significance fell into a group 
of similar items, and one of that group fell into another 
pile, that item is not nullified even by a ratio of one in ten 
thousand. But if one of the first mixture became inter- 
mingled with two other similar items, and one of those 
three separated from the rest and became intermingled 
with yet two others, that last group is permitted, as this is a 
compound uncertainty. The halakha is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, as Rav accepts his ruling, 
following the explanation of the Gemara. 

The Rema adds that, in any case, one person should not 
eat all the items. The Shakh notes that according to the 
opinion of Tosafot, the third mixture is entirely permitted 
while the second mixture is permitted if one partakes of 
the items one at a time, and one may rely on this opin- 
ion if a great loss would otherwise ensue (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 16:10; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De‘a 110:8). 
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NOTES 
And if you wish, say that Shmuel holds in accordance 
with Rabbi Eliezer — Wb% raya AY rap wae mya: 
Rashi explains that this is referring to Rabbi Eliezer's state- 
ment in Avoda Zara (49b) that a loaf of bread baked in an 
oven fueled by wood from a tree that was used as part 
of idolatrous rites is not permitted even in a case of a 
compound uncertainty. The loaf can be permitted only 
by a kind of redemption, i.e., by selling it and casting the 
proceeds into the Dead Sea. 
Rashi cites an alternative explanation, according to 
which this statement in the Gemara is the continuation 
of its interpretation of the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, who 
specified that the pomegranate fell into a group of three 
other pomegranates, not two. If so, the reference is to 
Rabbi Eliezer’s statement in the mishna on 77b that if 
the sacrificial portion of a blemished animal was inter- 
mingled with other sacrificial portions and one of them 
was sacrificed, the rest may all be sacrificed because it 
is a compound uncertainty. With regard to this opinion 
Rav Elazar said that Rabbi Eliezer permitted their sacrifice 
only two at a time, not each sacrificial portion separately. 
When Rabbi Shimon deems these pomegranates per- 
mitted due to a compound uncertainty, he deems them 
permitted to be eaten only if they are eaten two at a time. 
Consequently, it is only in a case where the pomegran- 
ate of uncertain status fell into a group of three other 
pomegranates that all of them may be eaten. If it became 
intermingled with only two others, then after partaking 
of two at a time he will be left with one pomegranate 
from which he may not derive benefit (see Rabbeinu Tam 
in Tosafot). 


HALAKHA 

A barrel of teruma that was intermingled with one 
hundred barrels — nian nyaa naww mann bw man: 
Ifa sealed barrel of teruma produce became intermingled 
with one hundred barrels of non-sacred produce, and one 
of them fell into the Great Sea, they are all permitted, as 
one can say that the barrel of teruma was the one that 
ell. This halakha is in accordance with the opinion of 
Reish Lakish. The Ra'avad maintains that the halakha is 
not in accordance with the opinion of Reish Lakish, as 
Reish Lakish follows the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer rather 
han the Rabbis. Furthermore, in the Jerusalem Talmud 
Rabbi Yohanan disagrees with Reish Lakish (Rambam Sefer 
Zera'im, Hilkhot Terumot 15:2, and see Kesef Mishne and 
Radbaz there). 
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The Gemara returns to the question concerning the opinion of 
which tanna is followed by Shmuel, who is stringent with regard to 
a compound uncertainty involving idol worship. And if you wish, 
say instead that Shmuel holds in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Eliezer," as he is similarly stringent with regard to mixtures 
of items of idol worship, as explained in tractate Avoda Zara (49b). 


§ The Gemara discusses a related topic. Reish Lakish says: In the 
case of a barrel of teruma® produce, which may be eaten only by a 
priest and his household, that was intermingled with one hundred 
barrels” of non-sacred produce, they are all considered as teruma, 
as a sealed barrel is significant and is not nullified. And if one of 
these barrels fell into the Dead Sea,’ all the barrels are permitted, 
as we say: Since there is that barrel that fell, the assumption is that 
it is the prohibited barrel that fell. 


The Gemara comments: And it was necessary for the Gemara to 
record the ruling of Rav Nahman with regard to rings used in idol 
worship, and it was also necessary for the Gemara to record the 
ruling of Reish Lakish with regard to barrels of teruma, despite 
the similarity between the two cases. The Gemara elaborates: As, if 
the halakha were taught only from the ruling of Rav Nahman, I 
would say that this matter applies only with regard to a mixture 
involving an item ofidol worship, which has no permitting factors; 
such items themselves cannot be permitted in any other manner. 
Therefore, the halakha is to be lenient, i.e., to assume that the pro- 
hibited ring fell into the sea. But in the case of teruma, which has 
permitting factors, as the mixture can be sold in its entirety to 
priests, perhaps the mixture should not be permitted because one 
of them fell into the sea. 


And conversely, if the halakha was taught only from the ruling of 
Reish Lakish, I would say that the halakha is lenient only in the 
case of a barrel of teruma, as its falling is noticeable, and everyone 
will know that the other barrels were permitted due to the one that 
fell. Accordingly, they will not come to permit barrels in a similar 
case where no barrel became separated from the mixture. But with 
regard to a ring, whose falling is not noticeable, perhaps the rest 
of the rings should not be permitted. Therefore, both statements 
are necessary. 


BACKGROUND 


Teruma - maA: When the term teruma appears without qualif- Dead Sea - nan D: It is common for the Gemara to suggest 


cation it refers to teruma gedola, the great teruma, which is given 
o a priest. The Torah commands that teruma must be separated 
rom grain, wine, and oil, and the Sages extended the scope of 
his mitzva to include all produce. This obligation applies only in 
Eretz Yisrael. The Torah does not specify the amount of teruma 
hat must be set aside; one may theoretically fulfill this require- 
ment by giving even a single kernel of grain from an entire crop. 
The Sages established the following measures: One-fortieth of 
he produce for a generous gift, one-fiftieth for an average gift, 
and one-sixtieth for a miserly gift. One should not set aside the 
other tithes until he has separated teruma. 

Terumais sanctified and may be eaten only by a priest and his 
household while they are in a state of ritual purity (see Leviticus 
22:9-15). To emphasize that teruma must be eaten only in a state 
of purity, the Sages obligated the priests to wash their hands 
before partaking of it. This is the source for the practice of wash- 
ing the hands before eating bread. A ritually impure priest or a 
non-priest who eats teruma is subject to the penalty of death at 
the hand of Heaven. 

If teruma itself contracts ritual impurity, it may no longer be 
eaten and must be burned. Nevertheless, it remains the property 
of the priest and he may derive benefit from it as it is being 
burned, e.g., from its heat. Nowadays, teruma is not given to 
the priests because they lack definitive proof of their priestly 
lineage. Nevertheless, the obligation to separate teruma remains, 
although only a small portion of the produce is set aside in 
practice. 


hat a prohibited item should be thrown into the Dead Sea, as 
here are no fish there and therefore no fisherman might chance 
across the item and take it for personal use. It is also possible 
hat the high salt and mineral content of the Dead Sea were 
considered by the Sages as elements that would ruin anything 
hrown into it. 

The Dead Sea is usually referred to in Hebrew as Yam HaMelah, 
he Sea of Salt, though that term is occasionally used in refer- 
ences to other salty bodies of water. Sometimes, the Dead Sea 
is referred to as the Sea of Sodom. 


Salt crystals on the coast of the Dead Sea 
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Rabba says: Reish Lakish deemed the rest of the items permitted 
only in the case of a barrel, as its falling is noticeable. But in the 
case of a fig" that fell from a group of figs that contained a fig of 
teruma, Reish Lakish does not deem the rest of the figs permitted, 
as the one that fell is too small for its fall to be discernible. And 
Rav Yosef says: Reish Lakish deemed the rest of the items permit- 
ted even with regard to a fig. The reason is that just as the initial 
falling of one fig rendered the entire mixture prohibited, so too, 
the emerging of one fig from the pile permits the rest. 


Rabbi Elazar says: With regard to a barrel of teruma wine that fell 
among one hundred barrels of non-sacred wine, it cannot be 
nullified in its current state, as sealed barrels are significant and are 
therefore not nullified. How should one proceed? He should open 
one of them, so that it is no longer an item of significance, and take 
from it as much as ought to be taken from a normal mixture of 
teruma and non-sacred produce, i.e., one-hundredth. He should 
give that to a priest, and then he may drink the rest of the wine. 


Rav Dimi sat and said this halakha, and Rav Nahman said to him: 
I see a ruling of: Swallow and drink here, i.e., this formulation 
indicates that one may act in this manner ab initio, which is puz- 
zling. Rather, say: If one of the barrels was opened," after the fact 
one may take from it as much as ought to be taken from a normal 
mixture of teruma and non-sacred produce. He should give that to 
a priest, and then he may drink the rest of the wine. 


With regard to the same issue, Rabbi Oshaya says: In the case of 
a barrel of teruma wine that was intermingled with 150 barrels" 
of non-sacred wine, and one hundred of them opened, one may 
take from it as much as ought to be taken from a normal mixture 
of teruma and non-sacred produce. He should give that to a priest, 
and then he may drink the rest of the wine. And as for the rest of 
the fifty barrels, they remain prohibited, i.e., they have teruma 
status, until they are opened and the ratio of teruma is separated 
from them. This is because we do not say that the prohibited barrel 
is in the group that contains the majority" of barrels and the one 
he opens is likely permitted. 


§ The mishna listed various categories of prohibited animals: An 
animal that copulated with a person, or an animal that was the 
object of bestiality, an animal that was set aside for idol worship 
or one that was worshipped as a deity, an animal that was given as 
payment to a prostitute or as the price of a dog, or an animal born 
of a mixture of diverse kinds, or an animal that is a tereifa. The 
Gemara asks: Granted, with regard to all of the other examples in 
this list, the prohibited animal is not known. In other words, it 
is physically indistinguishable from the other animals. But with 
regard to this tereifa animal, what are the circumstances? If, due 
to its physical impairment, it is known to him which animal it is, 
let him come and take it from there, and all the other animals will 
be permitted. If it is not known to him, how does he know that a 
tereifa animal was intermingled with others in the first place? 


NOTES 


We do not say that the prohibited barrel is in the group that 
contains the majority — PPY XINI NPON VVI% xd: According 
to some commentaries, Rabbi Oshaya disagrees with the opinion 
of Rav on 74a with regard to a ring of idol worship that became 
intermingled with one hundred other rings. Rav said that if forty o 
them separated from the rest and became mixed with others they 
are permitted, as we say that the prohibited ring is in the group o 
sixty that contains the majority (Ra‘avad). 

Others contend that there is a difference between this case and 
the one addressed by Rav: In that situation there is a compound 
uncertainty, as part of the initial mixture became intermingled 
with another group. Here, there is only the uncertainty concerning 


where the prohibited barrel is found. In a case of this kind it is not 
enough to employ the principle: We say that the prohibited item 
is in the group that contains the majority, and thereby permit the 
minority (Lehem Mishne, explaining the Rambam; Hok Natan). 

Yet others contend that it is always the part that underwent the 
change, in this case the barrels that were opened, that is consid- 
ered to have separated from the rest, and therefore the principle: 
We say that the prohibited item is in the group that contains the 
majority, does not apply in this case because the minority that 
has not changed is presumed to contain the prohibited item (Taz, 
citing Shaarei Dura). 
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HALAKHA 

The case of a fig — MXA: If one teruma fig became 
intermingled with one hundred non-sacred figs, and 
one of these fell into the sea, it is necessary to remove 
one of the remaining figs in order to permit the rest. 
This case differs from that of barrels, as the loss of one 
barrel is noticeable whereas the loss of a fig is not. The 
halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabba. 
Some versions of the text attribute this statement to 
Rava, whose rulings are generally accepted since he is 
a sage from the latter generation of Sages (Rambam 
Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot Terumot 15:2, and Kesef Mishne 
here). 


If one of the barrels was opened — (g2 Nn ANH: 
With regard to a sealed barrel of teruma wine that 
became intermingled with one hundred barrels of 
non-sacred wine, and one of them was opened, one 
takes from it as much as must be separated from 
its mixture of teruma and non-sacred produce, i.e., 
one-hundredth, and he may then drink the rest of the 
wine in that barrel. All the other barrels remain pro- 
hibited. Whenever one of them is opened, one must 
set aside one-hundredth before he drinks the rest. The 
halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Eliezer, as explained by Rav Nahman (Rambam Sefer 
Zera'‘im, Hilkhot Terumot 15:3). 


That was intermingled with 150 barrels — na wnaw 
Divan ow agaa: With regard to a sealed bar- 
rel of teruma wine that became intermingled with 
150 barrels of non-sacred wine, and one hundred of 
them were opened, one takes from them as much 
as must be separated from its mixture of teruma and 
non-sacred produce, i.e., one barrel, and drinks the 
rest of the wine. The remaining fifty sealed barrels 
are prohibited, as one does not say that the barrel of 
teruma wine is among the one hundred open ones. 
Even if the mixture consisted of several thousand bar- 
rels, one must remove as much as must be separated 
from its mixture of teruma and non-sacred produce 
from each barrel before drinking the remainder of 
wine in that barrel. The halakha is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Oshaya (Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, 
Hilkhot Terumot 15:3). 
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HALAKHA 


If a fallen animal stood it does not require a twenty- 
four-hour waiting period — nyh DYN TINY AVY Ty: 
If an animal fell from a height of ten handbreadths 
or more and did not stand up again, one must wait a 
twenty-four-hour period before slaughtering it. If one 
slaughtered it during this period, the animal is a tereifa 
even if he inspects it and finds all its organs intact. If 
the animal stood up during this time period, it may be 
slaughtered immediately and inspected for injury. The 
commentaries write that this applies only if it stood by 
itself, not if people helped i 
Today 
nimal 


stand (Rema, citing Ran). 
here is no received tradition for inspecting the 
a s organs, and the animal is deemed a tereifa unless 
it is able to walk again (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Shehita 9:9; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 58:4, 58:6 and in 
the comment of Rema). 


1, 


If it walked it does not require any further inspection - 
APTA AW Aye m7: If an animal fell from the roof 
and was able to walk afterward, it is kosher. One need 
not wait twenty-four hours before slaughtering it, and 
it requires no inspection afterward. This applies only 
if it walked normally for a distance of four cubits. If it 
limped due to the fall it requires inspection. In all such 
cases, since there is no received tradition for inspection 
nowadays, the animal is considered a tereifa (Rambam 
Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 9:9; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
De'a 58:6, and in the comment of Rema). 


An offering of women — wW) ,a7p: In a case where 
consecrated animals of one type of offering became 
intermingled with other consecrated animals of the 
same type of offering, each should be sacrificed for the 
sake of whoever is its owner. This applies only in the case 
of offerings belonging to women, as there is no placing 
of hands upon these offerings. With regard to offerings 
of men, since each owner must place his hands upon the 
head of his offering, they are not sacrificed, as stated by 
Rav Yosef. There is a remedy in this case, as each owner 
can transfer his part to another of the owners, or they 
can wait until the animals develop a blemish, at which 
point they can sell them and each bring an offering of 
the value of the higher-quality animal (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 6:4). 


BACKGROUND 


Placing of hands on an offering — ni2»39: All animal 
offerings brought to the Temple by an individual require 
him to perform the act of placing hands, with the excep- 
tions of the firstborn of a kosher animal, the Paschal offer- 
ing, and an animal tithe offering. This is done by pressing 
both hands down with all one’s strength between the 
horns on the head of the animal to be sacrificed, before 
itis slaughtered. Communal offerings do not require this 
ceremony, apart from the bull brought for an unwitting 
communal sin and the scapegoat on Yom Kippur. When 
performing this ritual for a sin offering, a guilt offering, 
ora voluntary burnt offering, the one bringing the offer- 
ing also recites a confessional prayer. An offering that 
requires placing of hands is valid even if this act is not 
performed. As stated here, women are not obligated to 
perform the act of placing hands. According to some 
talmudic opinions they may perform a similar act if they 
so desire. 
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They say in the school of Rabbi Yannai: What are we dealing with 
here? We are dealing with a case where an animal that was pierced 
by a thorn, which does not render it a tereifa, was intermingled 
with an animal that was clawed by a wolf, which renders it a tereifa. 
Since the skin of both animals has been pierced, one cannot identify 
the tereifa. 


Reish Lakish says there is a different answer: The mishna is discussing 
a case where a healthy animal was intermingled with a fallen animal, 
i.e. one that has fallen from a great height. A fallen animal is prohibited 
in case it is a tereifa, despite the fact that it bears no external sign of 
injury. The Gemara raises a difficulty: With regard to a fallen animal 
as well, let us examine it and see if it can walk by itself, in which case 
it is not a tereifa. The Gemara answers: According to the opinion of 
Reish Lakish, even after an examination of this kind it is still a possible 
tereifa, which is prohibited to be sacrificed upon the altar, as he holds 
that if an animal fell and stood up again, it requires a twenty-four-hour 
waiting period to determine if it is in fact injured. Furthermore, even 
ifit both stood up and walked after the fall, it requires inspection after 
slaughter to determine whether it was injured by the fall and rendered 
a tereifa. 


Rabbi Yirmeya says there is a third answer: The mishna is referring 
to a case where a healthy animal was intermingled with the offspring 
of a tereifa, which of course bears no sign of a tereifa. And this is 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, who says: The 
offspring of a tereifa may not be sacrificed upon the altar. 


The Gemara explains why each of these Sages suggests a different 
interpretation of the mishna: All of them, i.e., Reish Lakish and Rabbi 
Yirmeya, do not say that the explanation of the mishna is in accor- 
dance with the explanation of Rabbi Yannai that an animal pierced 
by a thorn became mixed up with one clawed by a wolf, as they main- 
tain that the difference between an animal pierced by a thorn and 
one that was clawed by a wolf is known, as this perforation caused by 
a wolf is elongated, and that perforation caused by a thorn is round. 


The Gemara continues: Rabbi Yannai and Rabbi Yirmeya do not 
say that the explanation of the mishna is in accordance with the 
explanation of Reish Lakish, that the mishna is discussing a case 
where a healthy animal became intermingled with one that has fallen, 
as they hold that if a fallen animal stood, it does not require a twenty- 
four-hour waiting period," and if it walked it does not require any 
further inspection" after slaughter at all. Consequently, one can 
simply examine the animals to see if they can walk, and if they can, 
they are fit. 


Finally, Rabbi Yannai and Reish Lakish do not say that the explana- 
tion of the mishna is in accordance with the explanation of Rabbi 
Yirmeya, that the mishna is discussing a case where a healthy animal 
became intermingled with the offspring of a tereifa, as they do not want 
to interpret the mishna in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Eliezer because the halakha does not follow his ruling. 


§ The mishna teaches: In a case where sacrificial animals were inter- 
mingled with other sacrificial animals, if it was an animal of one type 
of offering with animals of the same type of offering, one should 
sacrifice this animal for the sake of whoever is its owner and one 
should sacrifice that animal for the sake of whoever is its owner, and 
both owners fulfill their obligations. The Gemara raises a difficulty: 
But each animal requires placing hands on its head,’ a rite that must 
be performed by its owner, and in this case the owner is unknown. 


Rav Yosef says: The halakha of the mishna is stated with regard to an 
offering of women," who do not perform the placing of hands. The 
Gemara is puzzled by this suggestion: But this indicates that with 
regard to an offering of men, the halakha stated in the mishna is not 
applicable, and therefore there is no way of rectifying a mixture of 
consecrated animals of the same type of offering. 
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Abaye raised an objection to this from a baraita (Tosefta 8:22): 
With regard to the offering of an individual that was intermin- 
gled with another offering of an individual, and likewise a com- 
munal offering that was intermingled with another communal 
offering, or the offering of an individual and a communal offer- 
ing that were intermingled with each other, the priest places 
four placements" of blood from each and every one of them" on 
the altar, and in this manner fulfills the obligation of the blood 
rites of all the offerings. But if he placed one placement from 
each one, he has fulfilled his obligation.’ And likewise, if he 
placed four placements from all of them together, he has fulfilled 
his obligation." 


The baraita continues: In what case is this statement, that he 
places from the blood of each of the offerings ab initio, said? Ina 
case where the offerings were intermingled when they were still 
alive, before they were sacrificed, and therefore the priest could 
perform four placements from the blood of each animal separately. 
But if slaughtered animals were then intermingled, i.e., their 
blood became mixed together in one container, the priest places 
four placements from all of them together, only one set of four. 


And in any case, ifhe placed one placement from all of them, he 
has fulfilled his obligation, as the blood of all these offerings is 
placed on the outer altar, and with regard to all of them one fulfills 
the obligation after the fact with a single placement. Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi says: One assesses the blood of the placement given 
from each animal; if there is enough in that blood for a placement 
of blood for this offering and enough for that one, it is fit, but if 
not, the offering is disqualified. 


The Gemara explains the difficulty: This baraita indicates that if 
live offerings became intermingled, each is sacrificed for its owner, 
despite the fact that these offerings are owned by men and there- 
fore require placing of the hands. It is evident that the baraita is 
referring to offerings of men, as it teaches the case of the offering 
of an individual adjacent to, and therefore similar to, the case of 
a communal offering: Just as a communal offering is sacrificed 
by men, so too, the offering of an individual that is being dis- 
cussed here also belongs to men. This presents a difficulty to the 
explanation of Rav Yosef. 


Rava says: And can you understand the baraita in this manner? 
Is this baraita accurate as it stands? There is another difficulty 
with the baraita, as it teaches: In what case is this statement said? 
It is said in a case where these offerings were intermingled when 
they were still alive. But if slaughtered animals were intermin- 
gled it is not said. This is problematic, as what difference is it to 
me whether the animals are alive or whether they are slaugh- 
tered? This is not the decisive factor, as even if the animals were 
slaughtered, if the blood of each is in a separate vessel the priest 
should perform separate placements from the blood of each. 


Rava continues: Rather, this is what the baraita is saying: In what 
case is this statement said? It is said in a case where these offer- 
ings were intermingled after they were slaughtered, but they 
were similar to living animals, i.e., the blood of each animal was 
in separate cups. But in a situation where the blood of these 
animals was mixed together in a single cup, the priest places four 
placements of blood from all of them. And if he placed one 
placement from all of them, he has fulfilled his obligation. If so, 
this baraita has no bearing on the issue of offerings that became 
intermingled while they were still alive, as it deals exclusively with 
the blood of animals that have been slaughtered. 


NOTES 

The priest places four placements, etc. — ya% jni) 
^3) nian: According to the straightforward meaning of 
the baraita, this is referring to an individual sin offering 
and a communal sin offering that were intermingled, both 
of which require four presentations of blood upon the 
altar, and this is the explanation in a manuscript version 
of Rashi’s commentary. In the standard Rashi commentary 
on the Gemara it is stated, in keeping with the unspecified 
term: Offering, that the baraita is referring even to other 
types of offerings, such as individual and communal burnt 
offerings, and the same halakha would apply in the case 
of individual and communal peace offerings, as they are 
both sheep. According to that interpretation, the four place- 
ments mentioned here are two that are four, i.e., placed 
on two opposing corners of the altar in such a manner 
that the blood spreads to all four sides. A similar case is 
discussed on nb. 


But if he placed one placement from each one he has 
fulfilled his obligation - xy» tmx Spa mama D3 ow: This 
is in accordance with the opinion of Beit Hillel (36b), which 
states that with regard to all offerings requiring four pre- 
sentations ab initio, including sin offerings, if one placed 
a single placement he has fulfilled his obligation after the 
fact. 


And if he placed four placements from all of them he has 
fulfilled his obligation — sey» faan yar m2 ON: This state- 
ment is apparently superfluous, as it is already stated that if 
he priest placed one placement from each, the owner has 
ulfilled his obligation. The later commentaries note that 
it is evident from Tosafot and Rashi manuscript that their 
exts of the Gemara did not include the previous clause: 
And if he placed one placement from each one, he has 
ulfilled his obligation (Hok Natan; Keren Ora; see also Shita 
Mekubbetzet). The Netziv states that the printed versions 
of the Gemara mistakenly combine two versions of the 
ext of the baraita. Others suggest that this last clause is 
eaching that even if the priest did not place the blood of 
each animal separately but mixed the blood of the two 
offerings together, the owner has fulfilled his obligation 
(Rashash; Sefat Emet). 


HALAKHA 


He places four placements from each and every one 
of them, etc. - ^2) tmx) Ms ava niama yar pia: If the 
blood of two consecrated animals, both of which require 
four placements, became mixed together, the priest should 
place four placements from them, whether the blood itself 
became mixed or containers of blood were intermingled. 
This halakha is based on the mishna on 80a and the baraita 
here (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 2:11, 
and see Or Same‘ah there). 
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HALAKHA 


A sprinkling of any amount - waw bs mim: With regard 
o one who was rendered ritually impure through impurity 
imparted by a corpse, and the waters of purification were 
sprinkled on him, once any amount of the water touched 
him the sprinkling has been successfully performed; there is 
no minimum amount for sprinkling. The halakha is in accor- 
dance with the conclusion of the Gemara on 93a (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Para Aduma 12:1, and see Kesef Mishne 
here). 
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§ The baraita cited teaches that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: One 
assesses the blood of the placement given from each animal; if 
there is enough in that blood for a placement of blood for this 
offering and enough for that offering, it is fit, but if not, the offer- 
ings are disqualified. The Gemara asks: And does Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi hold in accordance with this line of reasoning, that there 
must be a minimum amount of blood placed from each offering? 
But isn’t it taught in a baraita (Tosefta, Para 9:5) with regard to the 
water of purification into which water that is invalid for sprinkling 
fell that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: According to the statement 
of Rabbi Eliezer, 


a sprinkling of any amount" of the water of purification on some- 
one rendered impure by impurity imparted by a corpse purifies 
him from his ritual impurity, as sprinkling does not require a 
minimum measure to purify him. Likewise, a sprinkling of water 
that is half fit and half unfit for sprinkling serves to purify the 
individual. Evidently, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi maintains that no 
minimum amount is required for the sprinkling of the water of 
purification, and the same should apply to the sprinkling of blood 
on the altar. 


The Gemara answers that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi stated his opinion 
in accordance with the statement of Rabbi Eliezer, but he himself 
does not agree with this opinion. And if you wish, say instead that 
sprinkling of water of purification is discrete and placement of 
blood on the altar is discrete," i.e., these are two separate halakhot 
that have no bearing on each other. 


§ The mishna teaches: In a case where sacrificial animals were 
intermingled with a firstborn offering or with an animal tithe 
offering, they shall graze until they become unfit for sacrifice and 
they shall both be eaten as a firstborn offering or as an animal 
tithe offering. This means that one may not sell them in the market- 
place nor sell their meat by weight, so as not to degrade consecrated 
animals. Rami bar Hama says: With regard to a firstborn offering, 
according to the opinion of Beit Shammai, who hold (Bekhorot 
33a) that even after a firstborn offering develops a blemish the 
priest may not eat it in a state of ritual impurity, and therefore 
one may not feed it to menstruating women, what is the halakha 
with regard to its substitute?" That is, if the owner of a firstborn 
animal stated with regard to a non-sacred animal in his possession: 
This animal is a substitute for the firstborn offering, is a menstru- 
ating woman permitted to eat that substitute after it develops a 
blemish? 


NOTES 


Sprinkling is discrete and placement is discrete - anh TNT 
sinh myn: In the case of the sprinkling of water of purification, 
it is necessary only for the water to touch the ritually impure 
person in order to purify him (see Rambam). By contrast, with 
regard to the placement of blood on the altar this is not suf- 
ficient, as the blood must be visible on the corners of the altar 
(Rashi; see Tosafot on 80b; see also Exodus 12:13). 


What is the halakha with regard to its substitute - inqwan 
yma: The halakha of substitution applies when one says that a 
non-sacred animal should be a substitute for an animal con- 
secrated to the altar. Although it is prohibited by Torah law to 
effect this substitution and the original consecrated animal 
retains its sanctity, the previously non-sacred animal becomes 
consecrated as well. The substitute for a firstborn offering or 
an animal tithe offering, unlike other substitutes, may not be 


sacrificed on the altar (see 37b). Accordingly, Rami bar Hama 
suggests: Perhaps the sanctity of an offering never applies to 
the substitute for a firstborn offering in the first place, and if so, 
when it develops a blemish and it is permitted to eat it one may 
eat it in a state of ritual impurity, even according to the opinion 
of Beit Shammai (Tosafot). 

Others explain that these inquiries of Rami bar Hama do not 
refer to a substitute for a firstborn offering that developed a 
blemish, as it is explicitly stated in a mishna that the halakhot of 
a firstborn offering apply to such an animal (Temura 21a). Rather, 
the reference is to a firstborn offering that already developed a 
blemish and is no longer fit to be sacrificed on the altar. If one 
substituted the animal at this stage, what is the halakha with 
regard to its substitute? This interpretation is supported by the 
baraita cited by Rava (see Hiddushim UVeurim). 
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Rami bar Hama further asks: A firstborn offering itself may not be 
redeemed," even after it develops a blemish, but what is the halakha 
with regard to redeeming its substitute? He likewise inquired: A 
firstborn offering itself, even after it develops a blemish, may not be 
weighed and sold by the litra," in the manner that non-sacred meat 
is sold. What is the halakha of its substitute in this regard? Rava says 
that an answer to these questions is taught in a baraita: With regard 
to a firstborn offering or an animal tithe offering, from when they 
develop a blemish they can be used to render another animal a 
substitute," and their substitute has the same status as them." Their 
substitutes have the same halakhot as they do. 


Rami bar Hama raises a dilemma: If the priest who received a 
firstborn offering dedicated the firstborn offering to the Temple 
maintenance," i.e., he vowed to give the value of the firstborn 
offering to the Temple, what is the halakha with regard to the matter 
that he may weigh its meat by the litra? The Gemara explains the 
dilemma: In this case, is consideration of the profit of the Temple 
treasury preferable, or perhaps avoidance of the demeaning of the 
firstborn offering is preferable. If the profit of the Temple treasury 
is preferable, the firstborn offering should be weighed in the normal 
manner so as to increase its price; a buyer will pay more for meat he 
is able to resell it afterward by exact weight. If avoidance of demean- 
ing the firstborn offering is preferable, it should not be weighed by 
the litra, even though a loss to the Temple would result. 


Rabbi Yosei bar Zevida says: Come and hear a proof from the ruling 
of the mishna: In a case where sacrificial animals were intermingled 
with a firstborn offering or with an animal tithe offering, they shall 
graze until they become unfit for sacrifice and they shall both be 
eaten as a firstborn offering or as an animal tithe offering. Is this not 
meaning to say that the sacrificial animal that became intermingled 
with a firstborn offering is also not weighed by the litra, despite the 
fact that this causes a slight loss to the Temple? 


Rav Huna and Rabbi Hizkiyya, the students of Rabbi Yirmeya, 
say: Are these cases comparable? There, the mishna is referring to 
two separate sanctities, the sanctity of a firstborn offering and that 
of another offering, and two separate bodies, i.e., two different ani- 
mals, and in such a case one may not degrade the sanctity of the 
firstborn due to the other animal with which it is intermingled. Con- 
versely, here, with regard to one who vows to give the value of a 
firstborn to the Temple, there are two sanctities, a firstborn offering 
and the Temple maintenance, but they are both found in one body. 
In this case, as the sanctity of the Temple maintenance itself is in the 
firstborn offering, it may be weighed by the litra, because of the profit 
the Temple will gain. 


Rav Yosei bar Avin objects to this: What would be the halakha if 
one says: Redeem for me, i.e., | wish to redeem, a firstborn offering 
that he had previously dedicated as the object of his vow to the 
Temple maintenance? Does the court listen to him? His request is 
certainly not granted, as by Torah law a firstborn offering may not 
be redeemed. Similarly, the fact that he dedicated the value of the 
firstborn offering to the Temple should not negate the prohibition 
of weighing it by the litra. The Gemara questions this comparison: 
One cannot raise a difficulty from a case where someone says: 
Redeem the firstborn offering for me, as the Merciful One states 
with regard to a firstborn offering: “But the firstborn ofa bull, or the 
firstborn ofa sheep, or the firstborn ofa goat, you shall not redeem; 
they are sacred” (Numbers 18:17). But the weighing of the offering 
by the litra is not prohibited by Torah law. 


Rather, the Gemara suggests a different resolution of Rami bar 
Hamas dilemma: Rabbi Ami says: Can this priest transfer to the 
Temple maintenance anything other than that which was trans- 
ferred to him? In other words, just as the priest who took the vow 
may not weigh the firstborn by the litra and gain a profit, the same 
applies to the Temple treasury, the recipient of his vow. 


HALAKHA 


A firstborn offering itself may not be redeemed - 
77192 19 1D: A woman's firstborn son and the first- 
born of a non-kosher animal are redeemed. By con- 
trast, the firstborn of a kosher animal is not redeemed 

(Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Bekhorot 1:2). 


May not be weighed and sold by the litra — i»x 
xa Spun: All consecrated animals that have 
been disqualified from the altar may be redeemed 
in the butchers’ market, and their meat may be 
weighed by the /itra, like that of non-sacred animals. 
The reason is that their sale in this manner increases 
he value of their redemption, which brings addi- 
ional income to the Temple treasury. By contrast, in 
he case of a firstborn offering or animal tithe offer- 
ing that developed a blemish, since the proceeds 
rom their sale goes to their owners, they may not 
be sold in the butchers’ market nor weighed by the 
litra (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei Mizbe‘ah 
1:12; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 306:7). 


From when they develop a blemish they can be 
used to render another animal a substitute, etc. — 
aD aman pwiy waT: The substitute for a first- 
born offering belongs to the priests, while the sub- 
stitute for an animal tithe offering belongs to its 
owner. Just as one may not redeem a firstborn offer- 
ing or animal tithe offering that developed a blem- 
ish, so too one may not redeem their substitutes, as 
stated in the baraita (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Temura 3:2). 


If the priest dedicated a firstborn offering to the 
Temple maintenance - man pr ina Dania: Even 
if a priest took a vow to give the value of a firstborn 
offering to the Temple maintenance, it may not be 
sold in the butchers’ market nor weighed by the 
litra. The reason is that one can vow to give only 
that which he has acquired, and the priest did not 
acquire the right to use the animal in this manner, as 
stated by Rabbi Ami (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Issurei Mizbe‘ah 1:12). 


NOTES 


And their substitute has the same status as them - 
1712 xyi! wam: According to the straightforward 
meaning of the text, this is referring to the substitute 
for a firstborn offering and an animal tithe offering 
that developed a blemish, which suits the inter- 
pretation that Rami bar Hama was inquiring about 
the halakha of a substitute for an offering that had 
already developed a blemish. By contrast, according 
to most commentaries, this clause is referring to the 
substitute for an unblemished firstborn offering or 
an animal tithe offering. In other words, the baraita 
is stating two halakhot with regard to unblemished 
firstborn offerings and animal tithe offerings: First, 
that even if they developed a blemish one can effect 
a substitution, and second, that the halakhot of a 
firstborn offering or animal tithe offering apply to 
the substitute for unblemished offerings of these 
types (see Hok Natan and Sefat Emet). 
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NOTES 
This has straight hair and that has wool — Way x71 Ww ONT: 
Some commentaries explain that the main difference is the color 
of the hair, as goat hair is black whereas the hair of sheep is white 
(Tosafot on Menahot 3a). 
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§ The mishna teaches: All offerings can become indistinguish- 
ably intermingled with each other, except for a sin offering and 
a guilt offering. The Gemara asks: What is different about a 
sin offering and a guilt offering, that they cannot become 
intermingled? Is the reason that this, a guilt offering, is always 
a male, and that, a sin offering, is always a female? 


The Gemara questions this explanation: A sin offering and 
a burnt offering are also like this, as a sin offering is always 
female while a burnt offering is always male. The Gemara 
answers that although the standard sin offering is always female, 
there is the goat of the Nasi, which is a male sin offering, and 
therefore it can become intermingled with a male goat burnt 
offering. And as to the statement of the mishna that a sin offer- 
ing cannot become intermingled with a guilt offering despite 
the male sin offering of the Nasi, that is because this goat has 
straight hair and that guilt offering comes only from sheep or 
rams, which have wool," and the wool is curly. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: A Paschal offering and a guilt 
offering also cannot become intermingled, as this Paschal 
offering is in its first year, and that guilt offering is in its 
second year. The Gemara answers that there is the guilt offer- 
ing ofa nazirite and the guilt offering of a leper, which must 
bein their first year. And if you wish, say instead that an animal 
in its first year can become intermingled with an animal in 
its second year, as there is an animal in its first year that 
looks like an animal in its second year, and likewise there 
is an animal in its second year that looks like an animal in 
its first year. 


MI S HN A In the case of a guilt offering that was 


intermingled with a peace offering," 
Rabbi Shimon says: Both of them should be slaughtered 
in the north of the Temple courtyard, as a guilt offering must 
be slaughtered in the north while a peace offering may be 
slaughtered anywhere in the courtyard. And they both must 
be eaten in accordance with the halakha of the more stringent 
of them, i.e., the guilt offering, with the following halakhot: 
They may be eaten only in the courtyard rather than throughout 
Jerusalem; by male priests and not by any ritually pure Jew; 
and on the day they were sacrificed and the following night, 
and not on the day they were sacrificed, the following day, and 
the intervening night. 


The Rabbis said to Rabbi Shimon: One may not limit the time 

of the consumption of an offering, as one may not bring sacri- 
ficial animals to the status of unfitness. According to Rabbi 

Shimon’s opinion, the peace offering becomes leftover, notar, 
the morning after it is sacrificed, and not at the end of that day, 
as is the halakha concerning peace offerings. Rather, the owner 

shall wait until these animals become blemished, redeem them, 
and bring an offering of each type that is worth the monetary 
value of the higher-quality animal among them. 


HALAKHA 


A guilt offering that was intermingled with a peace 


offering - Dwa IWW DWY: In the case of a guilt offer- 


ing that was intermingled with a peace offering, although 
one sacrifices only certain portions from them both, while 
the rest of their meat is eaten, in a case of intermingling 


they may not be sacrificed. Rather, they shall graze until 
they develop a blemish and the owner shall bring each 
type of offering of the monetary value of the higher-quality 
animal among them (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 6:15). 
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The mishna adds: Even according to the opinion of the Rabbis, if 
pieces of the meat of one offering were intermingled with pieces 
of the meat of another offering," e.g., meat from offerings of the 
most sacred order with meat from offerings of lesser sanctity; or 
if pieces of meat from offerings eaten for one day and the following 
night were intermingled with pieces of meat from offerings eaten 
for two days and one night, since in that case the remedy with 
regard to offerings that were intermingled cannot be implemented, 
they both must be eaten in accordance with the halakha of the 
more stringent of them. 


G E M ARA In connection to the principle cited by the 


Rabbis in the mishna that one may not 
bring consecrated animals to the status of unfitness, a tanna taught 
a baraita ( Tosefta, Shevi’it 6:29) before Rav: With regard to produce 
of the Sabbatical Year,’ one may not purchase produce of teruma 
from a previous year with its money, i.e., money received in its sale, 
because one thereby reduces the time of eating the teruma. The 
produce of the Sabbatical Year may be eaten only until the time of 
the removal of that type of produce from the field, whereas teruma 
may be consumed at any time. 


The Sages said this baraita before Rabba, and they explained that 
this baraita is not in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon 
in the mishna. Their reasoning was that if you would say it is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, doesn’t he say, as 
can be inferred from the mishna, that one may bring sacrificial 
animals to the status of unfitness? Similarly, one can limit the time 
allowed for the consumption of the Sabbatical Year produce. 


Rabba said to them: You may even say that the baraita is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon. That statement, that one 
may bring sacrificial animals to the status of unfitness, applies only 
in a case that is after the fact, as in the mishna, where offerings 
became intermingled. Rabbi Shimon did not permit one to bring 
sacrificial animals to the status of unfitness ab initio. The Gemara 
asks: And does Rabbi Shimon not permit one to bring sacrificial 
animals to the status of unfitness ab initio? Abaye raised an objec- 
tion to Rabba from a mishna that discusses the manner of eating 
the meat of offerings (90b): 


And with regard to all of the offerings that are eaten, the priests 
are permitted to alter the manner of their consumption! and eat 
them as they choose. Therefore, the priests are permitted to eat 
them roasted, boiled, or cooked, and they are likewise permitted 
to place non-sacred spices or teruma spices in the cooking pot. 
This is the statement of Rabbi Yishmael." This indicates that it is 
permitted to spice offerings with teruma spices ab initio, despite the 
fact that this reduces the time available to eat the teruma. Rabba said 
to Abaye: Set aside the halakha of teruma of spices, as this teruma 
applies by rabbinic law," not by Torah law. 


NOTES 


This is the statement of Rabbi Yishmael - bxynun ya 737: The text 
of the mishna on gob reads: Rabbi Shimon, which fits in with the 
discussion here, as Abaye’s objection deals with the opinion of Rabbi 
Shimon. The manuscript versions of the Gemara omit all mention of 
the name of the tanna, which avoids any difficulty. 


Set aside the halakha of teruma of spices as this teruma applies by 
rabbinic law - p377 phan nanny ma: As indicated in several places 
in the Talmud, one is obligated to separate teruma by Torah law only 
from grain, wine, and oil (see also Numbers 18:12). This excludes other 


ypes of produce, and some say it even excludes grapes and olives 
as fruit. If so, the teruma of spices applies by rabbinic law, as claimed 
by Rav Yosef here. Others cite in this regard the opening mishna in 
ractate Ma‘asrot, which states that anything that is food for people 
and is safeguarded is considered like grain, wine, and oil for the pur- 
poses of this halakha (Rambam). Accordingly, some maintain that in 
he opinion of the Rambam the obligation of teruma applies by Torah 
aw to spices that are food for people and safeguarded as human 
ood. See Radbaz on Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Terumot 2:3. 


HALAKHA 


If pieces of one offering were intermingled 
with pieces of another offering — niann iawn 
ninna: If pieces of an offering of the most sacred 
order became intermingled with pieces of an 
offering of lesser sanctity, and similarly if pieces of 
flesh from offerings eaten for one day were inter- 
mingled with pieces from offerings eaten for two 
days and one night, they both must be eaten in 
accordance with the halakha of the more stringent 
among them (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 6:22). 


BACKGROUND 


Sabbatical Year - my»aw: The Sabbatical Year is 
the last year in the seven-year Sabbatical cycle. The 
first such cycle began after the conquest of Eretz 
Yisrael by Joshua. The halakhot of the Sabbatical 
Year are based on Torah law (Leviticus 25:1-7), but 
most authorities maintain that the conditions 
requiring observance of the mitzva by Torah law 
are not in effect at this time, and therefore present- 
day observance is by rabbinic law. 

The Hebrew term for the Sabbatical Year, shem- 
itta, means abandonment or release. During the 
Sabbatical Year, all agricultural land must lie fal- 
low. It is prohibited to work the land except for 
what is necessary to keep existing crops alive. All 
produce that does grow is ownerless and must 
be left unguarded in the fields so that any person 
or animal can have ready access to it. As long as 
produce of a certain type can still be found in the 
fields, that type of produce may be consumed, 
although it may not be purchased and sold in the 
normal manner or used for purposes other than 
food. After the last remnants of a crop have been 
removed from the field, the harvested parts of that 
crop may no longer be consumed. 


HALAKHA 


The priests are permitted to alter the manner 
of their consumption, etc. - mw DTS PRY 
^D) yaxa: It is permitted to consume the meat 
of offerings with any food. Even priests may eat 
their portions, whether of offerings of lesser sanc- 
tity or offerings of the most sacred order, with any 
other foods. They may eat them roasted, or boiled, 
or cooked, and place non-sacred spices in the 
cooking pot. Nevertheless, they may not place 
teruma spices in the pot, so that they should not 
bring the teruma to the status of unfitness. This 
ruling of the Rambam is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Meir, who disagrees with Rabbi 
Shimon in the mishna on gob. The ruling is based 
on the Gemara here. Some claim that the Rambam 
rules in this manner because in his opinion the 
teruma of spices applies by Torah law (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 10:10, and 
see Radbaz and Mishne LaMelekh there). 
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HALAKHA 


One may not purchase teruma with second tithe 
money - W124 MANA papi px: It is prohib- 
ited to purchase teruma with second tithe money, 
as one thereby limits the consumption of both: 
Teruma may be eaten only by ritually pure priests 
and their families, but is permitted to an acute 
mourner and may be eaten anywhere. By contrast, 
second tithe is permitted to non-priests and one 
who immersed himself that day, but is prohibited 
to an acute mourner and may be eaten only in 
Jerusalem. This halakha is in accordance with the 
mishna, as explained by the Jerusalem Talmud 
(Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot Ma‘aser Sheni 7:11, 
and see Kesef Mishne there). 


Vegetables of the Sabbatical Year in teruma oil - 
aan bw pwa mya bw py: One may not cook 
vegetables of the Sabbatical Year in teruma oil, 
so that he should not bring it to the status of 
unfitness. The halakha is in accordance with the 
opinion of the Rabbis. It is permitted to cook 
a small amount of food and then eat it immedi- 
ately, as this does not allow the oil to reach the 
status of unfitness, as indicated by the Jerusalem 
Talmud (Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Shemitta 
VeYovel 5:4). 


Teruma of vegetables - pY mann: Even though 
vegetables are food for people, there is no obliga- 
tion to separate tithes or teruma from them by 
Torah law (Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot Terumot 
2:6). 


NOTES 


This is comparable only to a piece that was inter- 
mingled with pieces — 72N? KYY 17 xb NI 
niannaw: This claim presents a difficulty to Rabba: 
Since there is no remedy for a mixture of vege- 
tables of the Sabbatical Year and teruma oil, the 
Rabbis would not have prohibited it. Rather, 
the case evidently is referring to vegetables and 
oil that have not yet been intermingled, and the 
fact that Rabbi Shimon permits one to cook them 
indicates that he allows one to bring consecrated 
items, in this case the teruma, to the status of 
unfitness. 
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Abaye raised an objection to Rabba from a mishna (Ma'aser Sheni 
3:2): One may not purchase teruma with second tithe money," 
because he thereby limits the circumstances for the eating of the 
teruma. Teruma may be eaten in any place and even by an acute 
mourner, i.e., one whose relative died that same day and has not yet 
been buried, whereas second tithe and food purchased with second 
tithe money must be eaten in Jerusalem and is prohibited to an acute 
mourner. And Rabbi Shimon permits one to purchase teruma with 
second tithe money. This indicates that Rabbi Shimon allows one to 
bring teruma to the status of unfitness. Rabba was silent in response 
to his statement, and did not answer Abaye. 


When Abaye came before Rav Yosef and told him of his discussion 
with Rabba, Rav Yosef said to him: Why didn’t you raise an objec- 
tion to Rabba from this mishna (Shevi‘it 8:7): One may not cook 
vegetables of the Sabbatical Year in teruma oil," so that one does 
not bring consecrated food, teruma, to the status of unfitness, as 
the teruma oil would have to be eaten before the time of the removal 
of the Sabbatical Year produce; and Rabbi Shimon permits one to 
cook in this manner. Evidently, Rabbi Shimon allows one to bring 
teruma to the status of unfitness ab initio. 


Abaye said to Rav Yosef: And didn’t I raise an objection to Rabba 
from that mishna discussing the halakha of teruma spices, and he 
said to me: Disregard the halakha of teruma of spices, as this teruma 
applies by rabbinic law. Here too, with regard to vegetables of the 
Sabbatical Year, he could likewise say that this teruma oil is not olive 
oil, but oil that is teruma of vegetables," which applies by rabbinic 
law. Rav Yosef replied: If so, that this mishna is referring to vegetable 
oil of teruma, it should teach the opposite case, that one may not 
cook vegetables of teruma in oil of the Sabbatical Year. Since the 
tanna specifies teruma oil, he must certainly be speaking of teruma 
by Torah law, i.e., olive oil. 


Abaye then said to Rav Yosef: And didn’t I raise an objection to 
Rabba from the mishna, in which Rabbi Shimon permits one to 
bring sacrificial animals to the status of unfitness, and Rabba said 
to me that Rabbi Shimon’s ruling applies only after the fact, when 
the guilt offering and peace offering have become intermingled? 
Here too, he would say that this ruling is after the fact, that when the 
teruma oil and the vegetables of the Sabbatical Year have become 
intermingled one may then cook them together, but he does not 
permit one to cook them together ab initio. 


The Gemara asks: If this halakha is referring to a case where the 
foods have already become intermingled, what is the reason of 
the Rabbis for prohibiting one to cook them together? The Gemara 
answers: This is just as it is in the case of the mishna with regard 
to a guilt offering and a peace offering that became intermingled, 
that even after the offerings are intermingled, one may not bring 
the flesh of the peace offering to the status of unfitness. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: Are these two cases comparable? 
There, with regard to the offerings, the situation has a remedy by 
having the offerings graze until they develop a blemish, at which point 
the owner brings each offering of each type with the monetary value 
of the higher-quality animal. By contrast, in this case of teruma oil 
mixed with vegetables of the Sabbatical Year, the situation has no 
remedy similar to that of having the offerings graze, and therefore if 
the Rabbis prohibited the mixture the teruma would go to waste. 


If one wishes to compare this case of oil and vegetables to an inter- 
mingling of sacrificial animals, this is comparable only to the other 
halakha of the mishna, which addresses a piece of the flesh of an 
offering of the most sacred order that was intermingled with pieces" 
of the flesh of offerings of lesser sanctity. Here the Rabbis concede 
that since there is no remedy for the intermingled pieces, the halakha 
is that they both must be eaten in accordance with the halakha of 
the more stringent among them, but they are not prohibited. 
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Ravina objects to this comparison: Are these cases comparable? 
In the case of the piece of sacrificial flesh that is intermingled with 
the other pieces, it has no remedy at all, whereas this case of teruma 
oil has a remedy through squeezing the oil from the vegetables. If 
so, this case of vegetables is in fact comparable to that of an inter- 
mingling of a guilt offering and peace offering, which also have a 
means of remedy, and for this reason the Rabbis prohibited the 
mixture. 


The Gemara asks: And how would Rav Yosef respond to the claim 
that the Rabbis prohibit this mixture after the fact because there is 
a remedy available through squeezing it? The Gemara explains that 
Rav Yosef would respond that squeezing is not in fact a remedy, as 
how can one squeeze it? If one squeezes the vegetables a lot, he 
thereby causes a loss of Sabbatical Year produce;" if one squeezes 
the vegetables a little, ultimately the teruma oil and vegetables of 
the Sabbatical Year will still be intermingled, as this squeezing 
will be ineffective. If so, Rav Yosef’s contention that in this case 
the Rabbis would not have prohibited cooking vegetables of the 
Sabbatical Year in teruma oil remains valid. Consequently, this 
must be referring to a case where the vegetables and oil have not 
yet become mixed, which means that this case does prove that 
Rabbi Shimon permits one to bring sacrificial animals to the status 
of unfitness ab initio, not only after the fact, as claimed by Rabba. 


Rav Yosef raised an objection to the opinion of Rabba from a 
baraita (Tosefta, Nazir 6:1): How should one whose status as a con- 
firmed leper has not been determined bring his guilt offering and 
log of oil on the eighth day of his purification? Rabbi Shimon 
says: On the following day, after his seven days of purification, 
he brings his guilt offering and his log" of oil with it, and says the 
following stipulation: If this offering is one of a leper, i.e., if I 
am a confirmed leper, this is his, i.e., my, guilt offering and that 
is his log of oil. 


And if he is not a leper, this animal that is brought for a guilt offering 
shall be a voluntary peace offering, because their sacrificial rites are 
equivalent. And that uncertain guilt offering requires slaughter in 
the north of the Temple courtyard as a guilt offering, and placement 
of the blood on the right thumb and big toe and right ear of the leper, 
as described in Leviticus 14:14, and it requires placing hands on 
the head of the animal, and the accompanying wine libations’ 
and waving of the breast and thigh like a peace offering. 


And lastly, it is eaten by males of the priesthood on the day it is 
sacrificed and the following night, in the Temple courtyard, like a 
guilt offering, not for two days and one night in the manner of a 
peace offering. This indicates that Rabbi Shimon permits one to 
bring sacrificial animals to the status of unfitness even ab initio, not 
only when the animals became intermingled. The Gemara answers 
that the remedy of a man is different from the case discussed by 
Rabba. Since this person has no way of purifying himself from his 
leprosy other than by bringing the offering, the concern of reducing 
the time available for its consumption is disregarded. 


NOTES 


It requires placing hands and the accompanying libations - 
22037122D: Both the lamb of the peace offering and the lamb 
of the guilt offering require libations, i.e., the meal offering 
accompanied by libations, which is a tenth of an ephah of fine 
flour for a meal offering mixed with three /og of oil and three log 
of wine (see Leviticus 14:10 and Numbers 15:4-5). As for placing 


hands, some maintain that the guilt offering of a leper does 
not require placing of the hands by Torah law (33b; see Josafot). 
According to this opinion, placing hands is necessary here only 
due to the possibility that this lamb might be a peace offering. 
In any case, he merely touches the offering in order to fulfill the 
basic requirement of the placing of hands (Josafot). 
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NOTES 

He thereby causes a loss of Sabbatical Year produce - 
mwaga vD KP: With regard to the produce of the Sab- 
batical Year the verse states: "And the Sabbath produce of 
the land shall be for you to eat” (Leviticus 25:6), from which 
itis inferred: To eat, but not to destroy. Excessive squeezing 
of the vegetables will invariably render some of them unfit 
for consumption. 


HALAKHA 
On the following day he brings his guilt offering and 
his fog — sx) tows wan mand: With regard to one 
whose status as an impure nazirite or impure leper 
is uncertain, when he shaves due to this uncertainty, 
although he brings a burnt offering and sin offering he 
does not bring a guilt offering. The reason is that a guilt 
offering is not indispensable for his shaving of impure 
naziriteship or for his shaving of leprosy. The halakha is 
not in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon here 
but in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis who 
disagree with him and maintain that one may not bring 
a guilt offering and issue a stipulation with regard to it, 
as one may not bring consecrated items to the status of 
unfitness (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 10:7, and 
see Ra'avad and Migdal Oz there). 


BACKGROUND 
Log - ab: A log is the basic liquid measure used by the 
Sages. It is equivalent to the volume of six eggs, one- 
quarter of a kav, or one twenty-fourth of a sea. A range 
of modern opinions estimate the volume of a kav at 
between 300 ml and 600 ml. 
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NOTES 


With regard to the log of oil what can be said — x12 ab 
sony X2: If he is not obligated to bring the offering 
ofa leper, it would have turned out that he has brought 
non-sacred oil into the Temple courtyard. Although 
the act of bringing a non-sacred substance into the 
courtyard is not prohibited in of itself, the sprinkling 
of the oil is considered a sacrificial rite, as the Gemara 
will explain (Josafot). With regard to the prohibition 
against bringing non-sacred animals into the courtyard, 
see Bava Batra 81b and the early commentaries there. 


Whatever is partly burned in the fire on the altar is 
subject to the prohibition of: You may not make as 
an offering - syepn baa xan yn mend aaa de: 

Although the sprinkling of oil is not a rite of burning, 
Rashi explains that it is the equivalent rite to burning 
in this case, as none of the /og is burned upon the altar. 
Other commentaries add that any part of the service 
of an offering is included in the phrase: You may not 
make as an offering (see Shita Mekubbetzet). An alterna- 
ive explanation is cited by additional commentaries, 
who reject the application of the prohibition: You shall 

not make as an offering, to the sprinkling of the oil. 
nstead, they claim that this prohibition is violated by 
he burning of the handful, since the priest will subse- 
quently sprinkle from the /og of oil, which renders the 
oil tantamount to an item that is partly burned on the 
fire (Tosafot). 


That he burns it for the sake of wood - oyyy pont 
oxy: Although Rav Yehuda, son of Rabbi Shimon ben 
Pazi, is referring to the sprinkling of oil toward the Holy 
of Holies, the Gemara cites the example of burning for 
he sake of wood on the altar because the questioner 
cited the halakha of: Whatever is partly burned in the 
fire on the altar is subject to the prohibition of: You may 
not make as an offering. Furthermore, Rabbi Eliezer 
discusses burning on the altar. The wording here fits 
better according to the interpretation of Tosafot that the 
discussion concerns the prohibition against burning 
he handful on the altar. 


HALAKHA 


The log lacked - aba yon: If the /og of oil became 
lacking before the priest poured from it into his 
palm in order to place it on the right thumb and big 
toe of the leper, he refills it. If it became lacking after 
the priest poured it into his palm, he should bring 
another log and start afresh, as stated in the mishna in 
Nega’im 14:10 (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Mehusrei 
Kappara 5:4). 


Whatever is partly burned in the fire - wany bs 
ped: With regard to any offering part of which was 
sactificed on the altar, its remainder may not be sac- 
rificed on the altar, e.g., the flesh of offerings whose 
portions have been burned, or the remainder of meal 
offerings. One who does so violates a prohibition (Ram- 
bam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei Mizbe‘ah 5:5). 
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The Gemara asks a question with regard to the resolution suggested 

by Rabbi Shimon of bringing the offerings and stating a stipulation. 
This works out well with regard to the guilt offering, but with regard 

to the log of oil what can be said?" A log of oil does not accompany a 
peace offering. The Gemara explains that the individual bringing 
the offering says: If I am not a leper, then this log shall be a gift to 

the Temple, as one can dedicate oil to the Temple. The Gemara ques- 
tions this resolution: But perhaps he is not in fact a leper, and if so, 
it is required that a priest remove a handful of the donated oil and 

sacrifice a handful of it on the altar before the rest of the oil may be 

consumed by the priests, as is the halakha with regard to oil brought 
as an offering. The Gemara explains that this is referring to a case 

where the priest already removed a handful. 


The Gemara further questions: But perhaps he is in fact a leper, and 
he requires the placement of seven sprinklings of oil before the Lord 
(see Leviticus 14:15-16). The Gemara answers that the priest does 
place these sprinklings. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: How can the priest sprinkle the oil? 
But it is lacking, as a handful has been removed from the oil, and 
one sprinkles only from a whole log. The Gemara explains that after 
the handful is removed the priest brings a little more oil to the con- 
tainer and fills it up to a log. This is as we learned ina mishna (Nega’im 
14:10): In a case where the log lacked" a full measure, then if it became 
lacking before the priest poured from it into his palm in order to 
place it on the right thumb and big toe of the leper, he shall fill it. 


The Gemara poses yet another question: But if he is not a leper, and 
that log of oil is a gift, that handful removed from the oil requires 
burning on the altar for the remainder of the oil to be permitted to 
the priests. The Gemara explains that the priest does in fact burn 
the handful. 


The Gemara asks: When does the priest burn the handful? If he does 
so after the placement of seven sprinklings for the leper’s purification, 
in such a case the log will be lacking due to the sprinklings. That which 
remains is akin to the remainder of a meal offering that was lacking 
between the removal of the handful and the burning, and one may 
not burn the handful for that remainder. Similar to a gift of oil, in 
a meal offering a handful is removed from the offering and then sac- 
rificed on the altar. If after the handful is removed but before it is 
sacrificed some of the remainder of the meal offering is separated, 
the handful may not be sacrificed. The same should apply if some 
of the oil was sprinkled after the handful was removed. 


If, alternatively, the priest burns the handful before the placement of 
seven sprinklings, once he has burned the handful he may no longer 
perform the sprinklings, in accordance with the principle: Whatever 
is partly burned in the fire" on the altar is subject to the prohibition 
of: You may not make as an offering (see Leviticus 2:11)." This prin- 
ciple states that if part of an item, such as the blood of an animal 
offering or the handful of a meal offering, has been sacrificed, one 
who sacrifices any other part of it that is not designated for sacrifice 
has violated a prohibition. The sprinkling of the oil is equivalent to 
sacrifice in this regard. 


Rav Yehuda, son of Rabbi Shimon ben Pazi, says that the priest does 
not sprinkle the oil as a definite rite but stipulates that if the man is 
not a leper he is sprinkling it in a manner analogous to other items 
that one burns for the sake of wood," i.e., as fuel for the altar and 
not as a sacrificial rite. As it is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Eliezer 
says: The verse states: “No meal offering that you shall bring to the 
Lord shall be made with leaven; for you shall make no leaven, nor 
any honey, smoke from it as an offering made by fire to the Lord. As 
an offering of first fruits you may bring them to the Lord; but they 
shall not come up for a pleasing aroma on the altar” (Leviticus 2:11-12). 
This verse indicates that you may not offer up leaven and honey asa 
pleasing aroma, an offering. But you may offer up leaven and honey 
and other substances 
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for the sake of wood, not as an offering. Here as well, the priest 
stipulates that if the man is not a confirmed leper, the sprinkling 
of the oil should not be viewed as a rite. 


The Gemara questions further: But even if the priest removes a 
handful from the oil and burns it, and also sprinkles from the oil, 
there is the matter of the remainder of the oil, which must be 
filled" after the removal of the handful so that the priest can per- 
form the sprinkling with a full log, and there is therefore that bit 
of oil that was added from which the priest did not remove the 
handful initially. Ifthe one bringing the offering is not a leper, and 
the log of oil is a gift, it will turn out that there is a small portion 
of the oil that was not permitted by the removal of the handful. 
The Gemara explains that the priest redeems it, i.e., after the 
sprinklings of the oil have been performed, he stipulates that if the 
person who brought the offering is not a leper then the oil should 
be desacralized by his giving its value to the Temple treasury. 


The Gemara asks: If you say that he redeems it, where does he 
redeem it? If he redeems it when the oil is within the walls of 
the Temple, he would thereby be bringing non-sacred oil into 
the courtyard. Ifhe redeems the oil outside the courtyard, before 
he can redeem the oil it would become disqualified due to the 
prohibition of a consecrated item leaving the courtyard. The 
Gemara answers: Actually, he redeems the oil when it is within 
the walls of the Temple. This is permitted because the non-sacred 
oil is then found in the Temple courtyard by itself, i.e., he did not 
bring a non-sacred item into the Temple courtyard. 


The Gemara asks a question with regard to the suggested reso- 
lution, according to the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, that one 
whose status as a leper is uncertain should bring a log of oil as 
a gift offering and state a stipulation. But doesn’t Rabbi Shimon 
say that one may not donate oil as a gift? The Gemara answers, 
as on 76b: The remedy of a person is different, i.e., Rabbi 
Shimon concedes that one may donate oil in this instance, as 
this is the only manner by which this person can undergo ritual 
purification. 


The Gemara continues to discuss the opinion of Rabbi Shimon. It 
was stated above that according to Rabbi Shimon, one whose 

status as a leper is uncertain may bring a lamb as a gift for a peace 

offering and state a stipulation with regard to it. The Gemara 

relates that Rav Rehumi was sitting before Ravina, and he was 

sitting and saying the following in the name of Rav Huna bar 
Tahlifa: But why can’t he bring a lamb for a guilt offering and say 
that ifhe is not a leper then this guilt offering shall be a provi- 
sional guilt offering,” brought by one who is uncertain whether 
he committed a sin that requires a sin offering? This guilt offering 
is eaten for one day and night, like the guilt offering of a leper, and 

therefore he would not be reducing the time for its consumption, 
unlike when he stipulates that it should be a peace offering. 


Rav Rehumi continued: Since this option was not suggested, 
one can learn from here that who is the tanna who disagrees 
with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, who holds that one may 
donate a provisional guilt offering (Keritut 25a)? It is Rabbi 
Shimon, who says, by inference from his suggestion here, that 
one may not donate a provisional guilt offering." Ravina said 
to Rav Rehumi: Torah, Torah! That is, where is the Torah of 
such a great man as yourself? You are confusing lambs with 
rams. The guilt offering of a leper is a lamb in its first year (see 
Leviticus 14:10), which cannot be brought as a provisional guilt 
offering because these must be rams (see Leviticus 5:15), i.e., they 
must be in their second year. 


NOTES 

Which must be filled [milinhu] - anyon syat: The more 
accurate version of the text is probably: Mikhlinhu, be 
eaten. This is the version that appears in the manuscripts 
and the early commentaries. Since some prohibited oil is 
mixed with the remainder, all of it is forbidden in consump- 
tion. The problem is that the remainder is required to be 
eaten by the priests, as this consumption is part of the 
atonement of the offering (see Yevamot 40a). 


BACKGROUND 

Provisional guilt offering — nbn awx: The provisional 
guilt offering is mentioned in the Torah (Leviticus 517-19) 
and its various halakhot are delineated in tractate Karetot. 
The standard case of a provisional guilt offering involves 
a situation where there is uncertainty whether or not a 
transgression warranting a sin offering has been commit- 
ted. For example, if a piece of forbidden fat and a piece 
of permitted fat were placed alongside one another and 
someone thought that they were both permitted and 
ate one of them, he must bring a provisional guilt offer- 
ing. This offering protects him from punishment until he 
determines whether or not he actually sinned. If he did, he 
must bring a sin offering. 


HALAKHA 


One may not donate a provisional guilt offering - 
nbn DN pawn pr: A sin offering and a guilt offering 
are brought only for a transgression, not as vow offerings 
or gift offerings. This includes a provisional guilt offering. 
The halakha is in accordance with the majority opinion of 
the Rabbis, not with that of Rabbi Eliezer (Kesef Mishne). 
Some claim that one may bring a provisional guilt offering 
as a vow Offering or a gift offering, in accordance with the 
unattributed mishna on Hullin 41b (Rosh; Tur), and the 
Rema rules that one should be stringent in this regard 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 14:8; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 5:1). 
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HALAKHA 


The limbs of a sin offering that were intermingled with 
the limbs of a burnt offering — iww nyn I 
aby wya: In a case where the limbs of a sin offering 
became intermingled with the limbs of a burnt offering, 
all the limbs should be left until their forms decay, at 
which point they are taken out to the place of burning 
in the Temple courtyard where all disqualified offerings 
of the most sacred order are burned. The halakha is in 
accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 6:20). 


You may not offer up leaven and honey as a pleasing 
aroma, etc. — 1a. Tyyi AAN x Ming MD: It is prohibited 
to bring leaven or honey onto the altar. Nevertheless, one 
is liable only if he burned them together with an offering 
or for the purpose of an offering. If one offered leaven 
or honey by themselves to the altar to serve as fuel, he 
is exempt (Mahari Kurkus). If he offers them together 
with an offering he is liable to be flogged, even if he 
offers them together with portions of the offering that 
are unsuitable for burning, such as the meat of a sin 
offering or the meat of a guilt offering. The halakha is 
in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei Mizbe‘ah 5:3—4). 


Bringing them up to the ramp of the altar like offering 
them up on the altar itself - navaa waz: One who offers 
up the flesh of sin offerings or guilt offerings or offerings 
of lesser sanctity or the remainders of meal offerings, 
together with leaven or honey, is liable to be flogged, 
whether he offers them up on the altar or on the ramp. 
The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of the Rab- 
bis (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei Mizbeah 5:4). 
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MI SHNA In the case of the limbs of a sin offering, 


which are eaten by priests and may not be 
burned on the altar, that were intermingled with the limbs of a 
burnt offering," which are burned on the altar, Rabbi Eliezer says: 
The priest shall place all the limbs above, on the altar, and I view’ 
the flesh of the limbs of the sin offering above on the altar as 
though they are pieces of wood burned on the altar, and not as 
though they are an offering. And the Rabbis say: One should 
wait until the form ofall the intermingled limbs decays" and they 
will all go out to the place of burning in the Temple courtyard, 
where all disqualified offerings of the most sacred order are burned. 
G E M A What is the reason of Rabbi Eliezer for 
deeming it permitted to burn the limbs 
of the sin offering on the altar as wood? The Gemara explains: 
The verse states: “No meal offering that you shall bring to the 
Lord shall be made with leaven; for you shall make no leaven, nor 
any honey, smoke as an offering made by fire to the Lord. As an 
offering of first fruits you may bring them to the Lord; but they 
shall not come up for a pleasing aroma on the altar” (Leviticus 
2:11-12). This indicates that you may not offer up leaven and honey 
as a pleasing aroma," i.e., as an offering. But you may offer up 
leaven and honey and other substances that are prohibited to be 
sacrificed upon the altar, such as the limbs of a sin offering, for 
the sake of wood. 


The Gemara asks: And the Rabbis, who disagree with Rabbi 
Eliezer, how do they respond to this reasoning? They claim that 
the Merciful One excludes other cases at the beginning of the 
verse: “As an offering of first fruits you may bring them.” This 
indicates that it is with regard to them, i.e., leaven and honey 
alone, that it is stated: You may not offer up as an offering, but 
you may offer up leaven and honey for the sake of wood. But with 
regard to any other substances that are prohibited to be brought 
on the altar, one may not offer them up to the altar at all. 


The Gemara asks: And Rabbi Eliezer, what does he derive from 
this term of exclusion “them”? The Gemara explains: Rabbi Eliezer 
expounds this word as follows: It is only with regard to them, 
leaven and honey, that the verse includes a prohibition against 
bringing them up to the ramp of the altar like offering them up 
on the altar itself." But with regard to any other substances that 
are prohibited to be sacrificed upon the altar, bringing them up to 
the ramp is not considered like offering them up on the altar itself. 


The Gemara further asks: And the Rabbis, from where do they 
derive this halakha? The Gemara answers that the Rabbis learn 
two halakhot from the word “them.” This term of emphasis teaches 
that all that is stated in this verse is referring only to leaven and 
honey, both the halakha that it is permitted to offer them up on 
the altar as wood, and the ruling that the ramp is considered like 
the altar with regard to this halakha. 


| view - 


AN MXIT: Some say that the priest sacrificing the offer- 


NOTES 


the limbs disqualified as notar after a night has passed. At this 


ing should actually state: | view the flesh of the limbs of the 
sin offering above, in the mixture, as though they were wood 
burned on the altar, and | do not intend to sacrifice them (Tiferet 
Yisrael). Other commentaries indicate that there is no need for an 
explicit declaration of this kind. Rather, this phrase: | view, is part 
of the statement of Rabbi Eliezer himself, i.e., | view the halakha 
as being that one should treat the limbs in this manner (see the 
mishna on 79b). 


One should wait until the form of all the intermingled limbs 
decays [te’ubar] - jn a7: This phrase means the same as 
the slightly different version of the Gemara found in the Rambam: 
They should wait until the form of all the intermingled limbs 
will change [ta‘avor], i.e., become spoiled. This delay renders 


stage, they must be burned (see Rashi and Rabbeinu Hananel 
on Pesahim 34a). 


Bringing them up to the ramp of the altar like offering them 
up on the altar itself - mata> was: It is derived in Torat Kohanim 
that the verse: “But they shall not come up for a pleasing arorna 
on the altar” (Leviticus 2:12), includes the ramp. Some say that the 
basis for this exposition is the term: But, while others claim that it 
is derived from the phrase: On the altar [el hammizbe‘ah], which 
includes the ramp on the way to the altar, as the verse could have 
stated the shorter form: Bammizbeah or lammizbe‘ah (Korban 
Aharon). Yet others suggest that this conclusion is derived from 
the term: Come up, as this is referring to the incline that leads to 
the altar (commentary attributed to Ra’avad). 
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§ The Gemara comments: The mishna is not in accordance with 
the opinion of this following tanna, as it is taught in a baraita 
(Tosefta 8:15) that Rabbi Yehuda said: Rabbi Eliezer and the 
Rabbis did not disagree with regard to the limbs ofa sin offering 
that were intermingled with the limbs of a burnt offering, as all 
agree that they shall be sacrificed. Likewise, they agree that if 
limbs that are fit to be burned on the altar became intermingled 
with the limbs ofan animal that actively copulated with a person, 
or with the limbs of an animal that was the object of bestiality, 
which are prohibited to be sacrificed upon the altar, that they shall 
not be sacrificed, even according to the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer. 


Rabbi Yehuda continues: With regard to which case did Rabbi 
Eliezer and the Rabbis disagree? They disagreed with regard to 
the limbs of an unblemished burnt offering that were inter- 
mingled with the limbs of a blemished animal," which is disquali- 
fied from the altar. As in this case Rabbi Eliezer says: All the limbs 
shall be sacrificed, and I consider the flesh of the limbs of the 
sin offering above, on the altar, as though they are pieces of 
wood burned on the altar. And the Rabbis say: They shall not 
be sacrificed. 


The Gemara asks: And concerning the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, 
what is different about the limbs of an animal that actively copu- 
lated with a person, or the limbs ofan animal that was the object 
of bestiality, that they may not be sacrificed? If one says that the 
reason is that they are not fit for the altar, that cannot be the reason, 
as a blemished animal is not fit for the altar as well, and there he 
holds that the limbs are burned. 


Rav Huna says: When Rabbi Eliezer makes reference to a blem- 
ished animal, he is speaking of an unobtrusive blemish, e.g., one 
that is on the cornea of the eye.’ And his ruling is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, who says that in the case of an 
offering with such a blemish, if its sacrificial parts ascended the 
altar, they shall not descend from it, because it is not a disgrace to 
the altar for the sacrificial parts of such an offering to be burned 
on it. The Gemara raises a difficulty: Say that Rabbi Akiva says 
this is the halakha after the fact, meaning that if the priest already 
brought up the limbs of these blemished animals, they do not 
descend from the altar. Does Rabbi Akiva say that one may burn 
a mixture of these limbs ab initio? 


Rav Pappa says: What are we dealing with here? We are dealing 
with a case where all the limbs in the mixture were brought up 
upon the ramp. Since they have been brought on the ramp and 
sanctified as offerings, it is considered after the fact. The Gemara 
raises a difficulty: If so, i.e., if we are dealing with a case in which 
the limbs were already carried to the ramp, then even if they were 
as is, and not intermingled, the limbs of the blemished animal 
should be burned, as claimed by Rabbi Akiva. 


BACKGROUND 


Cornea of the eye — pyaw ppt: These blemishes are types eye, including the eyelid, which impair the vision. Others explain 
of cataracts that are not readily apparent, and could occur to this is a general term for various ailments of the eye that are 
animals as a result of a light wound or various diseases of the listed more extensively elsewhere, such as in tractate Bekhorot. 


rom the publisher 


HALAKHA 

Limbs of an unblemished burnt offering that were 

intermingled with the limbs of a blemished animal - 
nia nwa ngga naw aan niy na: If limbs of 
an unblemished burnt offering became intermingled with 

the limbs of a blemished animal, even if the ratio is one 

unfit piece in ten thousand fit pieces, all of them must be 

taken out to the place of burning, as stated by the Rabbis 

(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 6:21). 
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NOTES 

Limbs of burnt offerings fit for sacrifice with limbs of 
blemished burnt offerings — pava bya PKA pax: Rashi 
stresses that this is referring to a case where there was a 
majority of unblemished limbs. His reasoning is that in this 
situation the prohibited items are nullified in a majority by 
Torah law. Since the mixture is prohibited by rabbinic law, 
Rabbi Eliezer maintains that one can be lenient and consider 
the limbs from the blemished animal as already sacrificed. 


If the head of one of them was sacrificed - W83 31) OX 
1m2 IMs: Here Rabbi Eliezer does not suggest that one may 
burn all the limbs on the altar, and to consider the limbs of 


blemished animals as though they are wood, as in the previ- 


ous mishna with regard to the limbs of a sin offering. The 
difference is that the limbs of a sin offering are not considered 
repulsive to the altar, whereas the limbs of a blemished animal 
are considered repulsive and therefore should not be burned 
even as wood. Consequently, Rabbi Eliezer permitted these 
limbs to the altar only after the fact, in a case where one could 
claim the disqualified limb has already been sacrificed (Rabbi 
Akiva Eiger on the Mishna). 


HALAKHA 
Limbs of burnt offerings fit for sacrifice with limbs of 
blemished burnt offerings, etc. - APAY pra Pras: 
If limbs of fit burnt offerings became intermingled with limbs 


of blemished burnt offerings, even if one unfit limb was inter- 


mingled with one thousand fit limbs, they are all taken out to 
the place of burning in the Temple courtyard. The halakha is 
in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 6:21). 
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Rather, the reason of Rabbi Eliezer is that with regard to the 
prohibition against sacrificing a blemished animal upon the altar, 
the Merciful One excludes certain cases. After listing the vari- 
ous disqualifying blemishes, the verse states: “Neither from the 
hand ofa foreigner shall you offer the bread of your God of any 
of these, because their corruption is in them, there is a blemish 
in them; they shall not be accepted for you” (Leviticus 22:25). 
This teaches that it is only if there is a blemish clearly in them 
that they shall not be accepted; but if they were sacrificed by 
means of a mixture they shall be accepted. This exclusion is 
stated only with regard to blemished animals, not with regard to 
animals that copulated with people, and consequently the limbs 
of these animals are not brought up to the altar even if they 
became intermingled with the limbs of fit offerings. 


The Gemara asks: And the Rabbis, how do they expound this 
verse? The Gemara explains that they expound it as follows: 
It is only if the blemish is still in them that they shall not 
be accepted; but if their blemish has passed, they shall be 
accepted. And Rabbi Fliezer derives this halakha from the 
previous clause in that same verse: “Because their corruption is 
in them [bahem]? Since the verse could have stated the shorter 
form of bam, and instead stated “bahem,” one derives from here 
that if the animal no longer is blemished it is accepted as an 
offering. And as for the Rabbis, they do not interpret anything 
from the variation between bam and “bahem”; they do not see 
this as a significant deviation from the standard language of 
the verse. 


The Gemara asks: If that is so, and Rabbi Eliezer permits the 
limbs of blemished animals to be sacrificed if they are in a mix- 
ture, why is it necessary for him to say: I view the flesh of the 
limbs of the blemished animals as though they are pieces of 
wood? After all, the Merciful One permits them as an offering. 
The Gemara explains that Rabbi Eliezer is speaking to the 
Rabbis in accordance with their statement, as follows: Accord- 
ing to my opinion, the Merciful One permits these limbs to be 
sacrificed upon the altar. But even according to your opinion, 
at least agree with me that the flesh of a blemished animal 
that was intermingled with the flesh of a qualified offering is 
considered like wood, just as is the halakha of the flesh of a 
sin offering that became intermingled with the flesh of a burnt 
offering, as according to this baraita the Rabbis concede that 
the flesh of these two offerings should be sacrificed together. 


The Gemara asks: And the Rabbis, how do they respond to 
this claim of Rabbi Eliezer? The Gemara explains: According 
to the Rabbis there is a difference between the cases: Here, with 
regard to a mixture that includes limbs of blemished animals, 
these limbs are repulsive, and therefore they may not be brought 
upon the altar, even as wood. Conversely, there, in the case 
of a mixture of limbs of a sin offering and limbs of a burnt offer- 
ing, the limbs of the sin offering are not repulsive in and of 
themselves, and consequently they may be sacrificed upon the 
altar as wood. 


MI S HN A Ina case where limbs of burnt offerings 


fit for sacrifice were intermingled with 
limbs of blemished burnt offerings," Rabbi Eliezer says: 
Although all the limbs are unfit for sacrifice, if the head of one 
of them was sacrificed" all the heads shall be sacrificed, as 
the head that was sacrificed is assumed to have been that of 
the unfit animal in the mixture. Likewise, if one sacrificed the 
legs of one of them all the legs shall be sacrificed. And the 
Rabbis say: Even if all the limbs were sacrificed except for 
one of them, there is a concern that the remaining limb is the 
unfit limb, which may not be sacrificed. Rather, all of the limbs 
must go out to the place of burning in the Temple courtyard. 
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G E M ARA Rabbi Elazar says: Rabbi Eliezer per- 

mitted the sacrificing of all the heads 
only if they were sacrificed two by two," as at least one of each 
pair is certainly permitted; but he did not permit them to be 
sacrificed one by one, in case the priest may be sacrificing the 
prohibited head by itself. Rabbi Yirmeya raises an objection 
from the mishna, which states: And the Rabbis say: Even if 
all the limbs were sacrificed except for one of them, all the 
limbs must go out to the place of burning in the Temple court- 
yard. This indicates that even in this situation, where only one 
of the limbs remains, the dispute between Rabbi Eliezer and 
the Rabbis still applies, which means that Rabbi Eliezer permits 
it to be sacrificed despite the fact that it is only one limb. 


Rabbi Yirmeya bar Tahlifa said to Rabbi Yirmeya in response: 
I will explain the meaning of this statement to you: What does 
the mishna mean when it states: Except for one of them? It 
means except for one pair, i.e., two limbs, as even Rabbi Eliezer 
did not permit one to sacrifice the limbs individually. 


In th f blood of an offering fit f 
MISHNA the case o 00 ofan o ering an 


sacrifice that was mixed with water, 

if the mixture has the appearance of blood it is fit for sprinkling 
on the altar, even though the majority of the mixture is water. 
If the blood was mixed with red wine, one views the wine 
as though it is water. If that amount of water would leave 
the mixture with the appearance of blood it is fit for presen- 
tation. And likewise if the blood was mixed with the blood 
of a non-sacred domesticated animal or the blood of a non- 
sacred undomesticated animal, one considers the non-sacred 
blood as though it is water. 


Rabbi Yehuda says: Blood does not nullify blood." Therefore, 
the priest presents the blood of the mixture on the altar. 


If blood fit for presentation was mixed with the blood of unfit 
offerings," there is no remedy. Therefore, the entire mixture 
shall be poured into the drain running through the Temple 
courtyard. Likewise, ifblood fit for presentation was mixed with 
blood of exudate," i.e., that exudes from the neck after the initial 
spurt following its slaughter concludes, which is unfit 
for presentation, the entire mixture shall be poured into the 
Temple courtyard drain. Rabbi Eliezer deems this mixture fit 
for presentation. Even according to the first tanna, if the priest 
did not consult the authorities and placed the blood on the 
altar, the offering is fit." 


If blood fit for presentation was mixed with the blood 
of unfit offerings, etc. — 13) phos ota IWM: If blood that 
was fit for presentation was mixed with the blood of unfit 
offerings, or with the blood of offerings that were disqualified 
due to their invalid slaughter, the entire mixture must be 
poured into the drain running through the Temple courtyard. 
Even if all the cups of blood were presented apart from one 


HALAKHA 
Was mixed with blood of exudate - myant 013 IWM: 
If blood fit for presentation became mixed with blood that 
exudes from the neck after the initial spurt of its slaughter 
concludes, it must be poured into the drain running through 
the Temple courtyard. If the priest did not consult the author- 
ities and presented the blood on the altar, the offering is fit 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 2:23). 


of them, that remaining cup must be poured into the drain. 
The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis 
in the next mishna, on 79b (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 


Pesulei HaMukdashin 2:23). 


NOTES 

Only if they were sacrificed two by two - nw nw xdx: The 
reason that this sacrificial rite is permitted is that one of the limbs 
is certainly fit for the altar. As for the possibility that one of them is 
the prohibited limb, in this regard the fact that one of the heads 
has already been sacrificed allows the priests to assume that the 
one previously sacrificed was the prohibited head (Rashi). Others 
explain that when Rabbi Eliezer permits the sacrificing in a case of 
two by two, this means that the other heads are permitted only 
if two of them have already been sacrificed, as only in this case 
is it assumed that the head of the blemished animal was one of 
the two that have been sacrificed (Rambam’s Commentary on 
the Mishna). 


HALAKHA 

Blood of an offering fit for sacrifice that was mixed with 
water, etc. — 3) 023 IWM DT: In a case where water fell 
into blood that was in a basin, “f it has the appearance of blood 
it is fit. If red wine or non-sacred blood fell into the blood one 
considers the wine as though it is water, and if that amount of 
water would negate the appearance of blood from the mixture 
it is unfit for presentation. If that amount of water would leave 
the mixture with the appearance of blood it is fit for presentation. 
This halakha is in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 2:22). 


J ——— 
Blood does not nullify blood - 04 byan o7 px: Rabbi Yehuda 
maintains that in any mixture of one substance in contact with 
the same type of substance, the substance that is the minority is 
not nullified by the majority. 


If the priest did not consult the authorities and pm the 
first tanna concedes that by Torah wo one e may present a mixture 
of fit blood and unfit blood, if the amount of unfit blood is such 
that if it were water the mixture would have the appearance of 
blood. The reason is that he is considered to be presenting the 
fit blood. The Sages decreed that one should not do so (see 79b). 
Therefore, if one did present the blood, it is valid after the fact 
by Torah law. 
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HALAKHA 
Where the water fell into the blood - 07 sinh on bow: 
If the blood of an offering fell into water or into the 
blood of a non-sacred animal, one may not present from 
it, and if one did so the offering is not valid, as stated 
by Rabbi Yohanan (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 2:22). 


But with regard to the mitzva of covering the blood it 
is not so — 3 iY% MDD pads: In a case where the blood 
of a slaughtered undomesticated animal or bird fell into 
water, or where water fell into that blood, if the mixture 
has the appearance of blood then one is obligated to 
cover it, but if not then one is exempt. The halakha is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rav Pappa that in this 
case one does not apply the principle that the first drop 
of blood and then the next first drop is nullified, as there is 
no permanent rejection with regard to mitzvot (Rambam 
Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 14:6; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
De'a 28:12, and see Beur HaGra there). 


BACKGROUND 


Covering the blood — 0777 13: One who slaughters 
a kosher bird or a kosher undomesticated animal must 
cover its blood with earth (see Leviticus 17:13), reciting 
a blessing before fulfilling this mitzva. This mitzva is dis- 
cussed in detail in the sixth chapter of tractate Hullin. 
Ashes and other powdery substances may be used 
instead of earth for this mitzva as well. 


Forewarning — mn: This legal concept refers to a 
formal warning given to someone who is about to per- 
form a transgression. The forewarning must state that 
the act is prohibited and describe the punishment that 
a violator would incur. Capital and corporal punishment 
cannot be administered unless such a forewarning was 
issued beforehand and acknowledged by the transgres- 
sor. In only a few instances, e.g., one who incites to idol 
worship and conspiring witnesses, can punishment be 
administered even though no forewarning was given. 

Forewarnings serve several purposes. Their primary 
goal is to inform and educate a perpetrator that he is 
about to violate a prohibition, with the hope of stay- 
ing his hand from sinning. The second function of the 
forewarning is to establish the sinner's frame of mind. 
Should witnesses later testify that they or someone else 
forewarned the accused to desist, the accused will be 
unable to claim that he acted inadvertently or out of 
ignorance, and will be prosecuted and punished as one 
who acted intentionally. 
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GE M A The mishna teaches that in a case where 

water became mixed with the blood of an 
offering, if the mixture has the appearance of blood it is fit, despite 
the fact that there is more water than blood. Concerning this Rabbi 
Hiyya bar Abba says that Rabbi Yohanan says: They taught this 
halakha only in a case where the water fell into the blood." But in 
a case where the blood fell into the water, the first drop of blood, 
and then the next first drop of blood, is nullified" in the water, i.e., 
each drop is nullified in turn. Consequently, the mixture is unfit for 
presentation, regardless of whether it has the appearance of blood. 


Rav Pappa says: But with regard to the mitzva of covering the 
blood? of birds or undomesticated animals that are slaughtered, it 
is not so." In this case, even if the blood fell into water, the mitzva 
of covering applies to it, provided that the mixture has the appear- 
ance of blood. The blood is not nullified by the water because there 
is no permanent rejection with regard to mitzvot," i.e. its nullifica- 
tion was merely temporary, but once there is enough blood in the 
water, it reassumes its status of blood. 


§ The Gemara continues to discuss various mixtures. Reish Lakish 
says: With regard to meat of piggul, i.e., an offering that was sacri- 
ficed with the intent to consume it beyond its designated time, and 
meat of notar, an offering whose designated time for consumption 
has passed, and ritually impure sacrificial meat," each of which 
was an olive-bulk, the minimum size for which one is liable to be 
flogged for its consumption, that one mixed together and ate them 
as a mixture, he is exempt from being flogged. The reason is that it 
is impossible that while eating them one type would not be greater 
than another type and nullify it. Since it is unknown which prohi- 
bition will nullify the other, one cannot forewarn the offender as to 
which prohibition he is about to transgress, and in order to be liable 
to be flogged one must receive a forewarning concerning a specific 
prohibition. 


The Gemara comments: Conclude three halakhot from this state- 
ment of Reish Lakish. Conclude from it that prohibitions nullify 

one another in a majority, just as permitted items nullify a prohib- 
ited item. And conclude from it that the halakha that when a pro- 
hibited food imparts flavor to a permitted substance it prohibits it 

even when the permitted substance is the majority does not apply 
by Torah law," but by rabbinic law. The proof is that if this principle 

were applied by Torah law, then one should be flogged for this 

consumption, as the meats are of different types and therefore one 

of them must have imparted flavor to the other. And finally, con- 
clude from it that an uncertain forewarning,’ e.g., one in which 

the witnesses cannot be sure which prohibition the transgressor is 

about to violate, is not considered a forewarning. 


NOTES 


The first drop of blood and then the next first drop is nullified - 
bya PONIN: As noted by Tosafot on the previous amud, this 

is referring to droplets of blood, or at most a thin stream. If the 

liquid flows in one heavy stream, each drop is not nullified as it 
enters the mixture, as explained in Avoda Zara 73a, according to 

the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan. On Bekhorot 22b Tosafot state that 
according to Rabbeinu Tam in a case where there was a steady 

flow of liquid one does not say that each drop is nullified in turn. 


Because there is no permanent rejection with regard to 
mitzvot — Myna ANT pRw 19: Although each drop of blood 
is initially nullified by the water, and thereby rejected from the 
obligation of covering, once the mixture has the appearance of 
blood, the obligation applies once again. By contrast, with regard 
to offerings there is permanent rejection, and therefore if the 
blood of an offering became mixed with water to the extent that 
it is unfit for the altar, it cannot be rendered fit again. 


Piggul and notar and ritually impure meat - piam) ivan 
rem: The commentaries note that the third category men- 
tioned here, that of ritually impure meat, is not necessary, as 
the ruling of the mishna applies even to a mixture of two 
substances. 


And conclude from it that...does not apply by Torah law - 
KINT wh.. iy yW: This is based on the assumption that 
Reish Lakish is referring even to a case where the taste of the 
prohibited items is not identical, e.g., if the piggul is meat and 
the notar the remainder of a meal offering, and the taste of the 
meat is noticeable in the meal offering. If the prohibited food that 
imparts flavor transforms the permitted substance into a prohib- 
ited item, then even if the notar is the majority it does not nullify 
the piggul. On the contrary, the notar itself is prohibited due to 
the taste of piggul it contains, and there is certainly a minimum 
amount of piggul to render one liable to be flogged (Rashi). 
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Concerning the inference that the halakha that when a prohibited 
food imparts flavor to a permitted substance it prohibits it even 
when the permitted substance is the majority does not apply by 
Torah law, Rava raises an objection from a mishna (Halla 3:7): 
In a case where one prepared a dough from wheat and from rice,” 
if this mixture has the taste of wheat, it is obligated in the separa- 
tion of halla,’ a portion of dough that must be given to a priest (see 
Numbers 15:17-21). Halla is separated only from one of the five 
species of grain, not rice. Rava explains his objection: And this 
halakha applies even though the majority of the mixture is flour 
from rice. Apparently, the fact that the wheat imparts flavor 
to the dough renders it obligated in halla even if the wheat is the 
minority. 


The Gemara answers: The obligation to set aside halla in this case 
applies by rabbinic law, not by Torah law. Rava raises a difficulty: 
If so, say the latter clause of that same mishna: A person can fulfill 
his obligation with matza from this type of dough on the first night 
of Passover." Since by Torah law this mitzva must be fulfilled with 
matza made from a grain, evidently the principle that one substance 
that imparts flavor to a greater amount of a different substance 
affects its status applies by Torah law. 


BACKGROUND 


Rice — tix: Rice, Oryza sativa, is an annual plant from the grain 
family. It can grow as high as 1m and is cultivated mostly in 
swamps or irrigated summer ponds. When inside their shells, 
rice grains are ordinarily yellow, although some strains are red. 

Rice originated in the Far East, but by the mishnaic period 
it had been imported to Eretz Yisrael and was cultivated there 
as well. It was used primarily in porridge, as its lack of gluten 
renders it virtually impossible to form into bread. Numerous 
attempts have been made to develop strains of rice from which 
bread can be prepared. Although rice does rise somewhat, it 
does not become leavened like wheat or barley. 

The Sages engaged in disputes concerning the classification 
of rice with regard to the blessing recited over it, the halakhot of 
leavened bread made from it, the fulfillment of the obligation 
to eat matza by eating matza made from it, and other matters. 
Some maintain that it is considered a grain, like the five types of 
grains, while others claim that it is a type of legume. 


Halla - abn: The Torah commands the separation of a portion 
of dough, which is given to the priests (see Numbers 15:20). 
This portion is called halla and is governed by all the halakhot 
pertaining to teruma, the priests’ portion of a crop. The Torah 
does not specify a measure for halla. When baking for personal 
use, the Sages required an individual to give one twenty-fourth 
of his dough, while a commercial baker must set aside one 
forty-eighth. Halla must be taken from all dough made from 
any one of the five types of grain, provided that the quantity of 
flour is at least one-tenth of an ephah in volume. There is a dis- 
pute among the later authorities as to the modern equivalent 
of this measure, with opinions ranging from 1.6 kg to 2.25 kg. If 
halla is not taken, the dough is considered untithed produce 
and may not be eaten. 


Rice plant 


HALAKHA 

A dough from wheat and from rice — tix pa pwr pa Dy: 
In a case where one prepared dough from wheat and rice 
together, if the dough has the taste of wheat one is obligated 
to separate halla from it, even if the majority is rice. If it does 
not taste like wheat, one is exempt from separating halla. 
Some commentaries maintain that one is obligated only if 
the dough contains enough wheat that one could eat an 
olive-bulk of it in the time it takes to eat a half-loaf of bread 
(Ra‘avad). While the Rashba claims that this halakha applies 
only to a mixture of wheat and rice, as the rice is affected 
by the wheat, as stated in the Jerusalem Talmud, the Rosh 
indicates that the same applies to rice mixed with the other 
four types of grain (Rambam Sefer Zera'im, Hilkhot Bikkurim 
6:11; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 324:9, and see Shakh there). 


A person can fulfill his obligation with matza from this 
type of dough on the first night of Passover - xyi oT% 
maa ingin P 73: With regard to dough prepared from a 
mixture of wheat and rice, if it has the taste of grain one 
can fulfill his obligation with matza from this type of dough 
on the first night of Passover. Some maintain that this is 
the halakha only if the dough contains enough wheat that 
one could eat an olive-bulk of it in the time it takes to eat 
a half-loaf of bread (Ra’avad). One should act in accordance 
with this opinion ab initio (Mishna Berura). If another type 
of grain was mixed with rice, or if wheat was mixed with 
another species not of the five types of grain, one may fulfill 
his obligation with the dough only if there was enough 
grain that one could eat an olive-bulk of it in the time it 
takes to eat a half-loaf of bread, as indicated in the Jerusalem 
Talmud (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Hametz UMatza 6:5; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 453:2). 


2 = 


ny JVNPÐ: ZEVAHIM ` PEREK VIII: 78A 65 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


Perek VIII 
Daf78 Amudb 


NOTES 


If the blood of an offering was mixed with wine - 219 
ja: Since the fitness of the blood is determined by its 
appearance, the wine and blood are considered substances 
of the same type, as they are similar in appearance. Even so, 
the wine is considered as though it were water (see Rashi). 
Some commentaries claim that the difficulty is not from the 
case of blood mixed with wine, as these are two different 
substances, but from the case of blood that was mixed 
with the blood of a non-sacred animal, which is discussed 
in the continuation of the mishna, as these are physically 
two substances of the same type (Shita Mekubbetzet; see 
Tohorat HaKodesh). 


A bucket in which there is white wine, etc. — } 1a wow by 
^a) 122: This is referring to the halakha of purifying water by 
bringing it into contact with a ritual bath, in which ritually 
impure water is rendered pure when part of it comes into 
contact with the water of the ritual bath. The reason for 
the purification is that it is considered as though this water 
has become part of the ritual bath, like a plant replanted in 
the earth. Consequently, if one immerses an impure vessel 
that has water in it, even if the water is impure it does not 
interpose between the ritual bath and the vessel, which is 
purified. By contrast, other liquids cannot be purified in a 
ritual bath in the manner of water, and therefore liquids 
other than water are considered an interposition between 
the water of the ritual bath and the vessel. If a vessel is 
immersed while containing a liquid other than water, the 
vessel is purified only if the liquid is nullified in a majority of 
water from the ritual bath that enters the vessel. 
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Rather, one must say that according to Reish Lakish, in a case of a 
type of food mixed with food not of its own type, such as wheat 
flour and rice flour, whose tastes are different, the status is deter- 
mined by the flavor. Therefore, if the dough tastes like wheat, it 
has the halakha of a dough made from wheat. But if it is a type 
of food mixed with food of its own type, e.g., a mixture of piggul 
and notar meat, which is the case addressed by Reish Lakish, the 
status of the mixture is determined by the majority. 


The Gemara suggests: But let us estimate in a case of a type of 
food mixed with food of its own type as though it were a mixture 
of a type of food mixed with food not of its own type, and if so, 
the minority is not nullified if it is substantial enough to impart 
flavor to the majority. As we learned in the mishna: If the blood 
of an offering was mixed with wine," one considers it as though it 
is water. Although blood and wine certainly have different flavors, 
in the case of the mishna the determinative factor is not the taste 
of the mixture, but the appearance. Since they share the same 
appearance, they are considered a case ofa substance in contact with 
the same type of substance. What, is it not correct to explain the 
mishna as stating that one views the wine as though it is water, i.e., 
a substance of a different type, and if the mixture would have the 
appearance of blood if the wine were water it is fit for presentation, 
despite the fact that the blood is not the majority? 


The Gemara answers: No, this is not the explanation of the mishna. 
Rather, it means that one views the blood as though it is water, i.e., 
it is unfit for presentation, since it is as though one presented water 
on the altar. The Gemara questions this explanation: If so, the tanna 
of the mishna should have said: The blood is nullified. 


And furthermore, it is taught in a baraita (Tosefta, Mikvaot 7:4): 
With regard to a ritually impure bucket containing a certain amount 
of white wine or milk that one immersed in a ritual bath, Rabbi 

Yehuda says: Although the appearance of the white wine or milkis 

not discernible in the water of the ritual bath that enters the bucket, 
one views the white wine or milk as though it is red wine, and 

makes the following determination: If its conjectured red appear- 
ance would pale due to the water that enters the bucket, the wine 

or milk is nullified by the water. Therefore, the act of purification is 

fit, and the bucket is ritually pure. 


Rabbi Yehuda continues: But if its conjectured red appearance 
would not pale, the act of purification is unfit, and the bucket 
remains ritually impure. This is a case in which a substance was 
mixed with another substance of similar appearance, as white wine 
and milk have a similar appearance to the water, and yet it is treated 
as a mixture of a substance with a different type of substance, and 
it is not nullified in a majority. 


The Gemara explains: One cannot cite a proof from the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehuda, as this is a dispute between tanna’im, and the ruling 
follows the opinion of the Rabbis, who disagree with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yehuda. As it is taught in that baraita: With regard to a 
ritually impure bucket in which there is white wine" or milk, and 
one immersed it in a ritual bath, one follows the majority, i.e., 
if the majority of the contents of the bucket is now water from 
the ritual bath, it is pure. Rabbi Yehuda says: One views the white 
wine or milk as though it is red wine and makes the following 
determination: If its conjectured red appearance would pale due 
to the water that enters the bucket, the act of purification is fit, and 
the bucket is ritually pure. But if its conjectured red appearance 
would not pale, the act of purification is unfit, and the bucket 
remains ritually impure. 
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And the Gemara raises a contradiction to the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda from a mishna (see Mikvaot 10:6): If one had an impure 
bucket that is filled with spittle and one immersed it in a ritual 
bath, the spittle is considered an interposition between the water of 
the ritual bath and that of the bucket, and therefore it is as though 
he did not immerse it. 


If the impure bucket was full of urine and he immersed it, although 
urine is slightly different in appearance than water, one views the 
urine as though it is water, ™ and therefore once the urine is in 
contact with the ritual bath it is considered connected to the water, 
and it is not an interposition preventing the bucket from becoming 
ritually pure. 


The mishna continues: If the impure bucket was filled with water 
of purification, the bucket is not purified until the water of the 
ritual bath that enters the bucket becomes greater’ in quantity than 
the water of purification it contains, thereby nullifying it in a 
majority. 


The Gemara explains the contradiction: Whom have you heard 
who accepts this reasoning of: One views, which appears in this 
mishna with regard to urine? It is Rabbi Yehuda," as stated in the 
baraita cited above. And yet the mishna teaches that a majority 
suffices to nullify the water of purification that became mixed with 
water, and it is not considered as though it is red wine. This conflicts 
with the ruling of Rabbi Yehuda with regard to white wine and milk. 


Abaye says: This is not difficult; 


HALAKHA 


Urine one views as though it is water — yga STN pin D ” 
D2 177: If one immersed an impure vessel that was full of liquid, it 
is as though he did not immerse it at all. If the vessel was filled 
with water, the vessel and water are purified together, as water 
is purified by a ritual bath. If the vessel was filled with urine, one 
views the urine as though it were water. In a case where the liquid 


Urine one views as though it is water — yga STIX pin D ” 
097171: It is sufficient to bring the urine into contact with the water 
of the ritual bath in order to purify the vessel. The reason is that 
urine, unlike spittle, is considered like water, notwithstanding the 
slight difference in color. 


If it was filled with water of purification it is not purified until 
the water of the ritual bath becomes greater - 19 nxvn 2 xa 
Dat 32V: That is, until most of the liquid in the bucket is water 
from the ritual bath. The act of bringing the water of purification 
into contact with a ritual bath is ineffective to purify it, as water of 
purification in which the ashes of a red heifer have been placed 
has the status of a primary source of ritual impurity, and therefore 
due to its sanctity and significance it is not considered like regular 
water (Rashi). 


Whom have you heard who accepts this reasoning. ..It is Rabbi 
Yehuda - TPM 37...77 my7 mh yaw jx: Since Rabbi Yehuda 
states in the baraita that one views white wine as though it were 
red wine, it can be assumed that it is Rabbi Yehuda who says in the 
mishna that one views the urine as though it were water (Rashi). 
A different interpretation is suggested by Tosafot. In their opinion, 
the principle of: One views, which is stated in this passage, is not 
referring to a proper case of a substance in contact with the same 
type of substance, since Rabbi Yehuda states in the mishna here 


NOTES 


in the vessel was water of purification, if most of the vessel was 
empty, so that the water of the ritual bath that enters forms the 
majority, the vessel is purified. If not, the vessel remains in its state 
of ritual impurity, as though other liquids are interposed between 
it and the water of the ritual bath (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Mikvaot 3:18). 


hat one substance in contact with the same type of substance 
is not nullified at all. Rather, this is referring to a mixture of a sub- 
stance in contact with a different type of substance when they 
ave the same appearance, e.g., white wine in water, as Rabbi 
Yehuda states in the baraita that the white wine is viewed as 
hough it were red. According to Tosafot, the mishna cited here 
with regard to urine and water is addressing a case of this kind, a 
substance in contact with a different type of substance that has 
he same appearance. They further claim that the correct version 
of the text is: Urine, one views it as though it were wine, similar 
o Rabbi Yehuda's ruling in the baraita with regard to white wine 
or milk. 

According to this interpretation, this contradiction between 
he statement of Rabbi Yehuda is not, as claimed by Rashi, in his 
application of the principle: One views, in this mishna and the 
baraita that addresses white wine and water. Rather, the problem 
is Rabbi Yehuda's rulings with regard to a mixture of a substance 
in contact with the same type of substance: In that mishna Rabbi 
Yehuda claims that water of purification is nullified in a majority 
of water from a ritual bath, despite the fact that they are the same 
type of substance, whereas in the mishna here in Zevahim Rabbi 
Yehuda states that blood does not nullify blood. See Panim Meirot 
for yet another explanation of this passage. 
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NOTES 


With a bucket whose internal surface is ritually pure 
and its external surface is impure — iry isinw ya 
sap tan: This situation is possible ifthe external surface 
of the vessel contracted ritual impurity from impure 
liquids. These liquids do not impart impurity to vessels 
by Torah law, but the Sages decreed that the external 
surface of the vessel is rendered impure (Rashi; see 
Gilyon HaShas). 


Where there is appearance the nullification is by 
appearance - AX WA KINN DKF KIT: In other words, 
in a case where the appearance, as opposed to the taste, 
is the relevant factor, one defines the mixture according 
o its appearance. For example, in the case of the mishna, 
if the mixture has the appearance of blood, it is fit to be 
presented or to be covered. Likewise with regard to a rit- 
ual bath, if it does not have the appearance of water it is 
not valid (Rashi). Some say that this refers to all mixtures 
of a prohibited substance with a permitted substance: 
f the prohibited substance is noticeable in the mixture, 
he entire mixture is prohibited (Sefat Emet). 
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HALAKHA 


this statement, that the water of purification is nullified in a majority 
of water, is his, i.e., Rabbi Yehuda’s, own opinion, whereas that 
statement, in the baraita, that white wine is not nullified in a major- 
ity of water, is his teacher’s ruling, i.e., that of Rabban Gamliel, who 
is stringent with regard to a mixture of a substance in contact with 
the same type of substance. As it is taught in a baraita that Rabbi 
Yehuda says in the name of Rabban Gamliel: Blood does not 
nullify blood, spittle does not nullify spittle, and urine does not 
nullify urine. 


Rava says there is a different resolution of the apparent contradic- 
tion between the mishna that states that water of purification is 
nullified in a majority of water of a ritual bath and Rabbi Yehuda’s 
opinion in the baraita with regard to white wine mixed with water: 
In the mishna, we are dealing with a bucket whose internal surface 
is ritually pure," and only its external surface is impure. The sig- 
nificance of this is that by Torah law it suffices for the water of the 
ritual bath to enter the bucket in any amount to purify its external 
surface, and therefore the water of purification in the bucket does 
not prevent the purification of the bucket at all. 


Rava continues: And it is the Sages who decreed with regard to 
this case that the internal surface must be purified as well, lest the 
owner wish to spare the water of purification and not to nullify it 
from its sanctity. In that case he would wish to avoid allowing water 
from the ritual bath to enter the vessel, and might immerse it in a 
manner which would not allow even the full external surface to 
come in contact with the water. Therefore, the Sages required that 
one immerse the entire vessel. But once there is a majority of water 
in the bucket from the ritual bath, he does not need to enable any 
more water to enter the vessel, as by Torah law it is already pure. 


§ Rava says, in summary of these halakhot: The Sages said that the 

status of an item in a mixture is determined by the taste, i.e., if the 

taste of one substance is noticeable in a mixture with another sub- 
stance it is not nullified, and the Sages said that a prohibited item 
is nullified by the majority, and the Sages also said that the status 

of an item in a mixture is determined by the appearance, i.e., if 
the appearance of a substance is recognizable in a mixture it is 

not nullified. Rava elaborates: With regard to a type of food mixed 

with food not of its own type, the nullification is determined by 
the taste." In the case of a type of food mixed with food of its 

own type," the nullification is determined by the majority. In a case 

where there is a possibility to determine the status of an item based 

on appearance," the nullification is by appearance." 


With a bucket whose internal surface is ritually pure, etc. - 
agi ibing ora: In a case where a vessel's internal surface 

is ritually pure but its external surface is impure, and it is filled 

with white wine or milk, and one immersed it, if there is enough 

empty space in the vessel that the water of the ritual bath will 

be more than the liquid inside it, the vessel is purified. The 

reason is that the impurity of the internal surface is by rabbinic 
law, not by Torah law. The halakha is in accordance with the 

opinion of Rava, as according to the Rambam he is explaining 

the baraita on the previous amud (Kesef Mishne). The Ra’avad 

maintains that the same applies to a vessel whose internal 

surface is impure (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Mikvaot 3:19). 


A type of food mixed with food not of its own type, the 
nullification is by the taste - ayya in iyxwa pn: If a pro- 
hibited substance is mixed with a different type of permitted 
substance, the mixture is prohibited if the prohibited substance 
imparts flavor to it, as stated by Rava (Kesef Mishne). The mixture 
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should be tasted by a gentile, and if he says that it does not have 
the taste of the prohibited substance or that the prohibited 
substance has impaired the overall taste, it is permitted. If no 
gentile is available to taste the mixture, one calculates whether 
there are sixty parts permitted substance to one part prohibited 
substance in the mixture. In an uncertain case, the ruling is 
stringent. The Rema notes that nowadays the custom is not 
to rely on a gentile but to always calculate whether the ratio is 
sixty to one (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 
15:1, 30; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 98:1). 


A type of food mixed with food of its own type — 13723 pa: 
If a prohibited food was mixed with a permitted food of the 
same type, and the taste of the prohibited food is indiscern- 
ible, by Torah law it is nullified in a majority, as stated by Rava 
(Kesef Mishne). By rabbinic law the mixture is prohibited until 
the prohibited food can no longer be considered an item of 
significance in its own right. The Sages stated that with regard 


to most prohibitions this means a ratio of one to sixty, although 
in some cases the required ratio is one to one hundred or one to 
two hundred (see, e.g., Hullin 97b). This halakha applies only to 
a mixture of moist substances, or dry items that were ground or 
cooked together. With regard to a regular mixture of dry items, 
the prohibited item is nullified in a simple majority of two to 
one (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 15:4-5; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 98:1, 109:1). 


Where there is a possibility to determine the status of an 
item based on appearance — KINT MDCT MDT: A ritual bath 
is invalidated only by a change in its appearance, not a change 
in the odor or taste of its water. Any liquid with which a ritual 
bath may not be initially filled entirely invalidates the ritual 
bath if it causes a change in the appearance of the ritual bath 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Mikvaot 71; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
De‘a 201:25 and Orah Hayyim 513:3). 
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§ The Gemara returns to its discussion of the opinion of Reish 
Lakish that prohibited items, such as piggul, notar, and ritually 
impure meat, nullify one another. The Gemara notes: And Reish 
Lakish disagrees with the statement of Rabbi Elazar, as Rabbi 
Elazar says: Just as items used in the performance of mitzvot do 
not nullify one another, despite the fact that one is of greater vol- 
ume than the other or imparts flavor to it, so too, items to which 
prohibitions apply do not nullify one another." 


The Gemara adds: Whom did you hear who says that items used 
in the performance of mitzvot do not nullify one another? It is 
Hillel, as it is taught in a baraita: They said about Hillel the Elder’ 
that when eating the Paschal offering, matza, and bitter herbs on 
the first night of Passover, he would wrap them all at once™ and 
eat them together, because it is stated with regard to the Paschal 
offering: “They shall eat it with matzot and bitter herbs” (Num- 
bers 9:11), which indicates that these three foods should be eaten 
together. Hillel was not concerned that the taste of the bitter herbs 
would nullify the taste of the matza. 


PERSONALITIES 

Hillel the Elder - rea bbn: Hillel the Elder and his colleague 
Shammai were the last of the pairs of tanna’im who led the 
Sanhedrin throughout much of the Second Temple era. Hillel 
served as Nasi of the Sanhedrin, while Shammai was the 
deputy Nasi. These leaders lived approximately one hundred 
years prior to the destruction of the Temple. Their lifetimes 
coincided with the beginning of Herod's reign. 


NOTES 


That he would wrap them all at once - naa jaa AW 
nin: Rashi and Josafot maintain that Hillel would wrap 
matza, bitter herbs, and meat of the Paschal offering 
together and eat them, as stated in the Josefta and the 
Jerusalem Talmud. The Rambam indicates that he would 
wrap only matza and bitter herbs together. 


HALAKHA 
Apparently, the Shulhan Arukh concurs with that opinion (Ram- 


Prohibitions do not nullify one another - ìt povan PRON px 
iny: If one mixed piggul, notar, and ritually impure meat and 
ate them together, he is liable for violating three transgressions. 
Even if one substance was greater in quantity than one of the 
others, it does not nullify that substance, as prohibitions do not 
nullify one another. The halakha is in accordance with the opin- 
ion of Rabbi Elazar, as Rabbi Yohanan rules in accordance with 
his opinion in the Jerusalem Talmud (Halla 1:1; Kesef Mishne). 
Some commentaries rule in accordance with the opinion of 
Reish Lakish that prohibitions do nullify one another (Rosh; Tur). 
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bam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 18:20; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De'a 98:9). 


That he would wrap them all at once - Nn naa 273 MAW: 
When the Temple is standing, one wraps together matza and 
bitter herbs and recites the blessing: Blessed are You, Lord our 
God, King of the universe, who has commanded us concerning 
the eating of matzot and bitter herbs; and eats them in the 
manner of Hillel. If he ate matza by itself and bitter herbs by 


mye Aan at Ow py eran 
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§ The Gemara continues its discussion of cases involving a mixture 
of one substance in contact with the same type of substance, in 
which according to the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda in the mishna the 
prohibited substance is not nullified. The Sages taught a baraita 
(Tosefta, Teharot 5:3): In a case where a broken earthenware flask 
had absorbed the urine of a zav’? or a zava,“"® whose urine is a pri- 
mary source of ritual impurity, which imparts impurity to one who 
carries it, in such a case, if one poured water into this flask to clean 
it, after the first time and the second time one washed it, it remains 
ritually impure, but after the third time it is ritually pure, as the 


impure urine has been expelled from the flask. 


Zav- 3: The term zav refers to a man suffering from a gonorrhea- 
like discharge. The halakhot relating to the severe ritual impurity 
caused by this condition are set out in the Torah (see Leviticus 
15:1-15) and in tractate Zavim. 

The zav becomes ritually impure as a result of the secretion 
of a white, pus-like discharge from his penis. Aman who experi- 
ences a discharge of that kind on one occasion becomes ritually 
impure for one day, like a man who has discharged semen. If he 
experiences a second discharge on the same day or the follow- 
ing day, or a prolonged initial discharge, he contracts the more 
severe ritual impurity of a zav. This lasts until after seven clean 
days have passed without any secretions, after which he must 
immerse in a ritual bath. If he experiences a third discharge 
within the twenty-four hours following the second discharge, 
he is obligated to bring a pair of doves, one for a sin offering 
and one for a burnt offering, as part of his purification process. 

Not only is the zav himself ritually impure, he imparts ritual 
impurity by coming into contact with vessels or people, by 
being moved by them, by moving them, by lying or sitting 
on them, or through the medium of a large stone that the 
zav is lying on and which is positioned over them. His bodily 
fluids, i.e., his spittle, urine, and semen, impart ritual impurity, 


BACKGROUND 


and any item upon which he sits or lies becomes a primary 
source of ritual impurity and can itself impart ritual impurity 
to other items. 


Zava — Mat: A zava is a woman who experiences a flow of uter- 
ine blood on three consecutive days during a time of the month 
when she is not due to experience menstrual bleeding. The first 
secretion renders her ritually impure, but until the third secre- 
tion her status is that of a woman who keeps watch each day 
for a day, and she is not subject to all the halakhic restrictions 
of a zava. After experiencing bleeding on the third consecutive 
day, the woman is considered a zava and is a primary source 
of impurity. She imparts ritual impurity in the same manner as 
a zav: Through contact, through being carried or moved, and 
through objects upon which she sits or lies. In addition, a man 
who engages in sexual intercourse with her becomes a primary 
source of ritual impurity and imparts ritual impurity to others. 
Eventually the woman can purify herself through immersion 
in a ritual bath. This is done following seven clean days with 
no bleeding. Unlike a menstruating woman, a zava immerses 
during the day. A zava is also obligated to bring an offering as 
part of her purification process. 


themselves, he recites a separate blessing over each, since the 
Gemara in Pesahim does not reach a conclusion as to whether 
or not the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Hillel 
(Maggid Mishne, citing Pesahim 115a; see Ra'avad and Lehem 
Mishne). Nowadays one first eats matza, then bitter herbs, and 
subsequently takes another piece of matza which he wraps 
together with bitter herbs and recites: In remembrance of the 
Temple in the manner of Hillel (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Hametz UMatza 8:6; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 475:1). 


NOTES 


Broken earthenware flask of a zav or a zava - at bw jon 
mat: If an earthenware vessel was rendered ritually impure 
by the urine of a zav or a zava it cannot be purified, as earth- 
enware vessels have no method of purification other than 
by being broken. The baraita is referring to a broken earth- 
enware vessel, which is not itself impure. Nevertheless, one 
who carries or moves the broken vessel is rendered impure 
by the urine absorbed in it, which renders one who carries 
it impure. This broken vessel can be purified, i.e., brought 
to a state where it no longer imparts ritual impurity, if the 
urine is removed. This is achieved through pouring water 
into the broken vessel, which absorbs and expels the impure 
urine (Rashi). 

Others claim that the issue here is not the purification 
of the broken vessel but the status of the water that was 
placed in it to cleanse it: When is this water no longer con- 
sidered to contain any trace of impure urine so that it does 
not impart impurity (Rambam)? Either way, this halakha 
applies only to broken earthenware vessels, which absorb 
the liquid placed inside them. It does not apply to other 
types of broken vessels, e.g., metal or wooden ones (see 
Tosafot, citing Rabbeinu Tam). 


HALAKHA 

Broken earthenware flask of a zav or a zava - 3 bw jon 
mat: In the case of a broken earthenware flask in which a 
zav or zava urinated, if it was washed once or twice then the 
liquid used to wash it is impure. On the third occasion, the 
liquid is pure. This applies whether the urine was washed 
with water or other urine, as none of the moisture of the 
urine of zav or zava will be left. The halakha is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya'akov (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 2:8). 


69 


soy JTN 15 - ZEVAHIM : PEREK VIII : 79B 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


BACKGROUND 

Flax that was woven — agiw paws: The activity of spin- 
ning is designed to fashion a long thread of flax fibers. 
This is performed by means of a spindle, which is made 
of three parts: A pole, a weight, and a hook. Spindles have 
been used since ancient times to spin wool. Typically, the 
raw wool was held under the spinner’s arm, or on a pole 
called a distaff, and tied to the spindle. The spindle was 
hen spun, thereby pulling the wool. As the wool was being 
pulled by the spindle, the spinner would twist the wool 
in order to create thread, which would wrap around the 
spindle. Various methods of spinning were developed in 
he processing of wool and flax, for the threads of both 
he warp and the woof. 

Those spinning the thread typically moisten the fibers 
with their mouths in order to make the twisting more 
effective. This work was frequently performed by women. 
The fibers of the flax may damage the lips, and excessive 
spinning of this type of thread causes an enlargement of 
he lower lip, upon which the spinning thread is usually 
rested. Additionally, since the method of preparing the 
ufts of flax for spinning involves causing the stem to begin 
0 rot, a foul odor is released by the bacteria. Spinning the 
flax and placing it in one’s mouth causes this foul odor to 
enter the mouth of the spinner as well. For this reason a 
husband cannot force his wife to spin flax, although he can 
compel her to spin wool (see Ketubot 61b). 


Spindle and distaff 


HALAKHA 


Flax that was woven by a menstruating woman - jAwS 
MD AMI: If one moved dry flax woven by a menstruat- 
ing woman, he remains ritually pure. If the flax was moist 
it renders the one who moves it ritually impure, due to the 
spittle of her mouth (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei 
Mishkav UMoshav 2:2). 
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The baraita continues: In what case is this statement said? It 
is said when one placed water into the flask. But if he did not 
place water into it, but instead placed the urine of a ritually 
pure person into it, even after the tenth time he places this urine 
into the flask it remains ritually impure, as one substance in 
contact with the same type of substance is not nullified. Rabbi 
Eliezer ben Ya’akov says: After the third time, even though 
he did not place water into it, but rather urine, it is ritually pure. 
The Gemara comments: Whom did you hear who says that a 
substance in contact with the same type of substance is not 
nullified? Rabbi Yehuda, and therefore he is the first tanna of 
this baraita. 


And the Gemara raises a contradiction from another baraita 
(Tosefta, Teharot 4:11): With regard to flax that was woven? by a 
menstruating woman," although it has absorbed the spittle of 
a menstruating woman, which imparts impurity by being carried, 
one who moves it remains ritually pure, as the spittle has dried. 
But if the flax was still moist, one who moves it is rendered 
impure due to the liquid of her mouth, i.e., the spittle of the 
menstruating woman. Rabbi Yehuda says: Even one who wets 
the flax with water is rendered impure due to the liquid of her 
mouth, and this halakha applies even if he wet the flax a great 
deal," several times, as the water does not nullify and expel the 
spittle. This apparently contradicts Rabbi Yehuda’s claim with 
regard to the broken flask that was washed with water three times. 


Rav Pappa says: Spittle is different, as it is thoroughly absorbed 
and adheres to the flax, and therefore washing the flax with water 
does not nullify the spittle. 


§ The mishna teaches: If blood fit for presentation was mixed 
with the blood of unfit offerings, the entire mixture shall be 
poured into the Temple courtyard drain, and similarly, if blood 
fit for presentation became mixed with blood of exudate, it shall 
be poured into the drain, whereas Rabbi Eliezer deems the mix- 
ture fit for presentation. The Gemara asks: With regard to what 
principle do the first tanna and Rabbi Eliezer disagree? 


Rav Zevid says: They disagree with regard to the question of 
whether the Sages issue a rabbinic decree of this kind with regard 
to the Temple. As one Sage, the first tanna, holds that the Sages 
issue a rabbinic decree with regard to the Temple, and therefore 
one may not present this mixture of blood, lest one present a 
mixture that contains a majority of blood of unfit offerings or 
blood of exudate. And one Sage, Rabbi Eliezer, holds that the 
Sages do not issue a rabbinic decree with regard to the Temple, 
and consequently this mixture of blood is fit for presentation. 


Rav Pappa says that there is a different explanation of the dispute: 
Everyone agrees that the Sages issue a rabbinic decree with regard 
to the Temple, and therefore in a case where blood fit for presenta- 
tion was mixed with the blood of unfit offerings Rabbi Eliezer 
agrees that it should be poured into the Temple courtyard drain, 
and he deems the blood permitted only ifit was mixed with blood 
of exudate. 


NOTES 


And even if he wet the flax a great deal — xaw rox: The 
question of the Gemara is ostensibly difficult, as Rabbi Yehuda 
holds that only water can nullify urine, but urine cannot nullify 
urine. How does that contradict his statement that water cannot 
nullify spittle, which seems to be the same substance as water? 
Evidently, spittle produced in a person’s mouth is sufficiently 


also Meromei Sadeh, which explains the Gemara’s question in the 
opposite manner: If it can be seen that Rabbi Yehuda deems 
spittle to be the same substance as water, as evidenced by the 
fact that the water can nullify spittle, he should rule similarly 
with regard to urine and water, as urine is considered a derivative 
of water with regard to certain halakhot. 


different from water to be considered a different substance. See 
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Rav Pappa continues: And here they disagree with regard to the 
question of whether it is common for blood of exudate to be greater 
in quantity than blood of the soul,’ i.e., the blood that emerges 
immediately following the slaughter of the animal. One Sage, the 
first tanna, holds that this is a common occurrence, and therefore 
the Sages issued a decree concerning all mixtures of blood of exudate 
and blood of the soul. And one Sage, Rabbi Eliezer, holds that this 
is not a common occurrence, and therefore the Sages did not issue a 
decree concerning a mixture of this kind. 


The Gemara comments: Granted, according to the opinion of Rav 
Pappa that Rabbi Eliezer’s lenient ruling applies only to a mixture 
with blood of exudate, but that he concedes to the first tanna that if 
blood fit for presentation was mixed with the blood of unfit offerings 
it is poured down the Temple courtyard drain, this explanation is 
consistent with that which the mishna teaches: If blood fit for pre- 
sentation was mixed with the blood of unfit offerings, it shall be 
poured into the Temple courtyard drain; if blood fit for presentation 
was mixed with blood of exudate, it shall be poured into the drain. 
In other words, the fact that the mishna separates these two cases 
into different clauses makes sense, as Rabbi Eliezer’s ruling applies 
only to one case. 


But according to the interpretation of Rav Zevid that Rabbi Eliezer 
disagrees with regard to both cases, let the mishna combine them 
and teach them together, as follows: If blood fit for presentation was 
mixed with the blood of unfit offerings or with blood of exudate, the 
entire mixture shall be poured into the drain running through the 
Temple courtyard, and Rabbi Eliezer deems the mixtures fit for pre- 
sentation. The Gemara concludes: Indeed, the wording of the mishna 
poses a difficulty to the explanation of Rav Zevid. 


MI S HN A If the blood of unblemished offerings was 

mixed with the blood of blemished animals" 
unfit for sacrifice, the entire mixture shall be poured into the Temple 
courtyard drain. This is the halakha when the fit and unfit blood were 
mixed in one vessel. By contrast, if a cup of the blood of a blemished 
offering was intermingled with cups of blood fit for offering" and it is 
unclear which blood is in the cup, Rabbi Eliezer says: Although 
it is prohibited to present all the blood due to the uncertainty, if it 
happened that a priest already sacrificed, i.e., presented, one cup, 
the blood in all the other cups shall be sacrificed, as the blood that 
was presented is assumed to have come from the unfit cup in the 
mixture. And the Rabbis say: Even if the blood in all the cups was 
sacrificed except for one of them, the remaining blood shall be 
poured into the Temple courtyard drain. 


With regard to blood that is to be placed below the red line circum- 
scribing the altar, e.g., blood of a burnt offering, a guilt offering, or a 

peace offering, that was mixed with blood that is to be placed above 

the red line," e.g., blood of a sin offering, Rabbi Eliezer says: The 

priest shall initially place the blood of the mixture above the red line" 

for the sake of the sin offering, and I view the blood that was to be 

placed below that was in fact placed above as though it is water, and 

the priest shall again place blood from the mixture below. And the 

Rabbis say: It shall all be poured into the Temple courtyard drain." 

Even according to the Rabbis, if the priest did not consult the authori- 
ties and placed the blood above the red line, the offering is fit, and he 

should then place the remaining blood below the red line. 


A cup of the blood of a blemished offering was intermingled 
with cups of blood fit for offering, etc. — ^3) nibiaa Di: By 
Torah law the unfit blood is nullified in a majority, and it is per- 
mitted to present the blood of all the cups. The Sages prohibited 
presenting the blood of the intermingled cups ab initio. Rabbi 
Eliezer permits one to present all of the blood if the blood in 
one of the cups has already been presented (see 77b and the 
Gemara here in its discussion of the mishna). 


NOTES 


BACKGROUND 

Blood of exudate. ..blood of the soul - ... Yan DT 
wa 07: When an animal is slaughtered and the knife 
reaches the major blood vessels, the blood of the soul 
gushes out. This is the blood that flows while the 
heart continues to function. It is named the blood of 
the soul because it is this blood that gives life to the 
animal, and its exit from the body causes the heart to 
stop functioning and the soul to depart. 

Yet even after this stage the blood in the blood 
vessels continues to flow somewhat, due to gravity. 
This blood is called the blood of exudate, as it exudes 
after the act of slaughter. 


HALAKHA 


If the blood of unblemished offerings was mixed 
with the blood of blemished animals - a27 07 
pan bya 072: If the blood of an offering was mixed 
with the blood of animals unfit for sacrifice, the entire 
mixture shall be poured into the Temple courtyard 
drain. Even if all the cups of blood have been pre- 
sented apart from one of them, it is poured into the 
drain, as stated by the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 2:23). 


With regard to blood that is placed below the red 
line that was mixed with blood that is placed above 
the red line - nyy} pma awna TUY para: 

In a case where blood that is to be placed below the 
red line was mixed with blood that is to be placed 

above the red line, the entire mixture shall be poured 
into the Temple courtyard drain, and the offerings 
are disqualified. If the priest did not consult the author- 
ities but placed the blood both above and below 
the red line, the offering is fit (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 2:71-12). 


Shall initially place the blood of the mixture above the red 
line - mond Įm: One must begin by placing the blood above 
the red line, in accordance with the statement on 89a that the 
blood of a sin offering is presented before the blood of a burnt 
offering (Rashi). 


It shall all be poured into the drain - mars 72W»: The Rabbis 
reject the application of the principle: | view, in this case, and 


they prohibi 
red line in the incorrect location in order to permit the blood 
that is placed above. Nevertheless, the blood that belongs 
above is fit after the fact, as it was placed in the right location. At 
this stage, the priest shall place the blood below, as he thereby 
fulfills his obligation of placing blood below the line. He then 
pours the remainder of the blood of the sin offering onto the 
base of the altar (see Tiferet Yisrael). 
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HALAKHA 


Blood that is to be placed with one placement that 
was mixed, etc. - ^3) jawniw DIN MAIS Paes: With 
regard to the blood of offerings, the same halakha applies 
whether blood became mixed with blood or whether dif- 
ferent bowls of blood became intermingled. If offerings 
that require one placement become mixed with those that 
require two placements that are four, e.g., peace offerings, 
burnt offerings, and guilt offerings, all of the blood should 
be placed once. If offerings that require four placements 
become mixed with others that require four placements, 
all of the blood should be placed four times. This halakha 
is in accordance with Rabbi Yehoshua's opinion, since in 
general, in disputes between him and Rabbi Eliezer, his 
opinion is accepted (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 2:11). 


BACKGROUND 

The prohibition of do not add -ppinba: There are several 
ways in which this prohibition might be violated: First, by 
adding a new detail to the performance of a mitzva, e.g., if a 
priest adds a fourth blessing to the three that constitute the 
Priestly Benediction. Second, by performing a mitzva that 
he is not obligated to perform, e.g., if he sits in a sukka on 
the Eighth Day of Assembly in Eretz Yisrael or on the ninth 
day outside Eretz Yisrael, with the intention of fulfilling the 
mitzva of residing in the sukka. Lastly, one can violate the 
prohibition by inventing and observing an entirely new 
mitzva. 

The prohibition of: Do not add, has a counterpart in 
the prohibition that forbids subtracting any element from 
the performance of a mitzva. 


Blood of four placements that was mixed with blood of... 


four placements — yas maa yaw pn: This is referring to a 
case where the blood of both offerings is to be placed on the 
upper half of the altar or both on the lower half, e.g., ifthe blood 
of two sin offerings was mixed, as both offerings require four 
placements on the four corners of the altar above the red line. 
Alternatively, it is referring to a case where the mixed blood was 
from those offerings whose blood is applied to the altar with 
two placements that are four, i.e., the blood is applied on two 
diagonally opposite corners so that it runs down all four sides 
of the altar. This means the mixed blood consisted of two of the 
following offerings: A burnt offering, a guilt offering, a thanks 
offering, and a peace offering (see 53b). 


Four placements mixed with one placement - ya 1K jmn 
nns maana: When the mishna here states: Four placements, 
it is referring specifically to offerings whose blood is applied 
to the altar with two placements that are four, as these four 
placements are to be performed on the lower part of the altar, 
similar to the blood of offerings placed with one placement, 
i.e. the firstborn offering, an animal tithe offering, and the 
Paschal offering. 
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NOTES 


Ina case of the blood of an offering that is to be placed on the altar 
with one placement that was mixed" with the blood of another 
offering that is to be placed on the altar with one placement, e.g., 
the blood ofa firstborn offering with the blood of another firstborn 
offering or the blood of an animal tithe offering, the blood shall 
be placed with one placement. In a case of the blood of an offering 
that is to be placed on the altar with four placements that was 
mixed with the blood of another offering that is to be placed on 
the altar with four placements," e.g., the blood of a sin offering 
with that of another sin offering, or the blood of a burnt offering 
with that of a peace offering, the blood shall be placed with four 
placements. 


If the blood ofan offering that is to be placed on the altar with four 
placements was mixed with the blood of an offering that is to be 
placed on the altar with one placement," Rabbi Eliezer says: The 
blood shall be placed with four placements." Rabbi Yehoshua 
says: The blood shall be placed with one placement, as the priest 
fulfills the requirement with one placement after the fact. 


Rabbi Eliezer said to Rabbi Yehoshua: According to your opinion, 
the priest violates the prohibition of: Do not diminish, as it is 
written: “All these matters that I command you, that you shall 
observe to do; you shall not add thereto, nor diminish from 
it” (Deuteronomy 13:1). One may not diminish the number of 
required placements from four to one. Rabbi Yehoshua said to 
Rabbi Eliezer: According to your opinion, the priest violates 
the prohibition of: Do not add,’ derived from the same verse. 
One may not add to the one required placement and place four. 


Rabbi Eliezer said to Rabbi Yehoshua: The prohibition of: Do 
not add, is stated only in a case where the blood is by itself," 
not when it is part of a mixture. Rabbi Yehoshua said to Rabbi 
Eliezer: Likewise, the prohibition of: Do not diminish, is stated 
only in a case where the blood is by itself. And Rabbi Yehoshua 
also said: When you placed four placements, you transgressed 
the prohibition of: Do not add, and you performed a direct 
action." When you did not place four placements but only one, 
although you transgressed the prohibition of: Do not diminish, 
you did not perform a direct action. An active transgression is 
more severe than a passive one. 


Shall be placed with four placements — yank pha. 1373: Rabbi 
Eliezer holds that after one placement of the blood, the blood 
o be placed with one placement is considered as though it 
were water, similar to his explanation in this mishna with regard 
o a mixture of blood that is to be placed below the red line 
with blood that is to be placed above the red line. Therefore, 
he prohibition of: Do not add, has not been violated (Rashi). 


Do not add is stated only in a case where the blood is by 
itself — tayya Kinwa Nyy poin ba vax xd: In other words, 
he prohibition: “You shall not add to the word that | com- 
mand you" (Deuteronomy 4:2), applies only when the word 
referred to by the verse, i.e., the mitzva, is by itself, not when 
it is intermingled with another substance (Tosefot Yom Tov; 
Tiferet Yisrael). Alternatively, this prohibition does not include 
cases where the action is performed for the sake of a different 
mitzva (Sefat Emet). Others explain this statement in a broader 
manner: The prohibitions against adding or diminishing are 
violated only if there is intent to add or diminish from God's 
mitzva, i.e., if the act constitutes a belittlement of the mitzva. 
But if the action is performed due to uncertainty, e.g., when 


there is a mixture, as is the case here, these prohibitions do not 
apply (Hiddushim UVeurim). 


And you performed a direct action - Ja nwyn Mwy: Rabbi 
Eliezer holds that since there is a positive mitzva to place the 
blood of the burnt offering, together with the prohibition of: 
Do not add, one applies the principle that a positive mitzva 
overrides a prohibition (see Firuvin 100a). Conversely, Rabbi 
Yehoshua contends that it is not permitted to transgress a 
prohibition in a situation where both the positive mitzva and 
the prohibition could have been fulfilled and it is due only to 
negligence and inattention that the individual has come to this 
state where the fulfillment of one entails the violation of the 
other (Josafot on Eiruvin 100a). Alternatively, Rabbi Yehoshua 
maintains that as one fulfills his obligation with a single place- 
ment after the fact even in the case of a burnt offering, this is 
considered a case where one could both fulfill the positive 
mitzva and avoid transgressing the prohibition, and in a situa- 
tion of this kind a positive mitzva does not override a prohibi- 
tion (Tiferet Yisrael). 
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The mishna teaches that according to the 
GEMARA i 


opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, if a cup contain- 
ing the blood of blemished animals became intermingled with 
cups holding the blood of fit offerings, and the blood in one of the 
cups was sacrificed, all the remaining cups are fit. Rabbi Elazar 
says: Rabbi Eliezer permitted the rest of the cups only if they 
were sacrificed two by two," as at least one of them is certainly 
permitted; but he did not permit them to be sacrificed one by one, 
as he may be found to have presented the blood of the prohibited 
cup by itself. 


Rav Dimi raises an objection from the mishna: And the Rabbis 
say that even if the blood in all the cups was sacrificed except 
for the blood in one of them, the blood shall be poured into 
the Temple courtyard drain. This indicates that even in this case, 
where only one cup remains, Rabbi Eliezer disagrees with the 
Rabbis and permits the blood in the cup to be presented. Rabbi 
Ya’akov said to Rabbi Yirmeya bar Tahlifa: I will explain it to 
you: What does the mishna mean when it states: Except for the 
blood in one of them? It means except for one pair, i.e., two cups, 
as even Rabbi Eliezer did not permit the presentation of the cups 
one by one. 


§ The dispute between Rabbi Eliezer and the Rabbis was also 
stated above with regard to a mixture of limbs from fit and unfit 
offerings. The Gemara notes: And it is necessary for the mishna 
to teach this dispute with regard to both cases, as, ifit were stated 
only with regard to that case of the limbs, one would have said 
that it is in that case alone that Rabbi Eliezer says that the rest of 
the limbs are sacrificed, because the offering’s atonement, i.e., the 
presenting of the blood, has already been performed, as the limbs 
are sacrificed after the blood has been presented. But in this case 
of the blood in the cups, say that Rabbi Eliezer concedes to the 
Rabbis that the rest of the blood is unfit to be presented. 


And conversely, if the dispute were stated only with regard to 
this case of the cups, one would have said that it is in this case 
alone that the Rabbis say that the blood in the rest of the cups is 
unfit, but in that case of the limbs, say that the Rabbis concede to 
Rabbi Eliezer that the rest of the limbs are fit to be sacrificed, as 
the blood has already been presented. Therefore, it is necessary 
for the mishna to state that the dispute applies in both cases. 


§ The Gemara continues its discussion of the dispute between 
Rabbi Eliezer and the Rabbis. We learned in a mishna there (Para 
9:1): With regard to a flask® containing water of purification into 
which any amount of regular water fell," Rabbi Eliezer says: The 
priest should sprinkle two sprinklings on the ritually impure 
person, as in this manner he ensures that he will be sprinkled with 
some of the water of purification; but the Rabbis disqualify the 
mixture for purification. 


The Gemara clarifies: Granted, one can understand why the 
Rabbis disqualify the mixture, as they hold three opinions: They 
hold that there is mixing, i.e., when two substances are mixed 
together each drop is assumed to contain a bit of each of them. 
And they hold that an act of sprinkling of the water of purification 
requires a minimum measure of water of purification, and in this 
case each sprinkling contained some of the regular water. And 
they hold that it is of no help to sprinkle the water twice, as one 
cannot combine sprinklings, i.e., two acts of sprinkling the water 
of purification do not combine to render one pure. Therefore, 
the person is not purified. 


HALAKHA 


Flask containing water of purification into which...waterfell- in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis. This applies even if 
on mainh bow mbs: If any other kind of water was mixedina the unfit water was intended to be used as the water of purifica- 


flask containing water of purification, the mixture is disqualified, 


tion (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Para Aduma 9:8). 


NOTES 

Only if they were sacrificed two by two - Daw pw xbx: 
According to the Rambam, when Rabbi Eliezer permits the 
presentation of the blood in the cups in a case of two by 
two, this means that the rest of the cups are permitted only 
if two of them have already been presented, as only in this 
case is it assumed that the blood of the prohibited animal 
was in one of the two cups that have been presented. 


BACKGROUND 


Flask [tzelohit] — moniby: A tzelohit is a flask or container, 
most commonly made of earthenware, but also often 
made of glass or metals such as gold or silver. 

Containers such as these had many uses: As serving 
utensils at meals; as containers for scents used in different 
places, e.g., in cemeteries; and to store body oils, perfumes, 
and medicines. Mainly they were used for storing and 
ransferring liquids. During the water libation service in the 
Temple on the festival of Sukkot, the water was brought to 
he Temple in golden flasks. 

Covers were not always prepared for these flasks, most 
ikely because liquid would generally be kept in the flask 
for only a relatively short period of time. With regard to 
hose that did have covers, some of the earthenware ones 
were made with covers from the same material. In cases 
where no cover was available, if it was necessary to close 
he flask one would use whatever material was readily 
available, even paper. 


Glass flasks for holding oils, found in the Tomb of the Kings, Jerusalem 
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NOTES 


Rav Ashi states that there is no mixing and therefore 
he sprinkles two sprinklings — m? mba PS WX WN 27 
itd mw: Rav Ashi’s statement is unclear, as he does 
not state his opinion with regard to whether sprinkling 
requires a minimum measure, and if so, whether sprin- 
klings combine. Furthermore, his comment contradicts 
the earlier assertion of the Gemara that if Rabbi Eliezer 
holds there is no mixing, it is possible that both of the 
sprinklings are of regular water. The version of the text of 
the Gemara accepted by Rashi reads as follows: We learned 
any amount of regular water, and there is no mixing, and 
he sprinkles two sprinklings. Rashi explains that Rav Ashi’s 
opinion is based on the wording of the mishna: Into which 
any amount of regular water fell. This indicates that the 
reason Rabbi Eliezer requires two sprinklings is not so 
hat there should be a minimum measure for sprinkling, 
as claimed by Reish Lakish, nor is it a penalty instituted by 
he Sages, which is the opinion of Rava. It is because these 
justifications are valid even in a case where the mixture 
contained more than a minimal amount of regular water. 
nstead, Rav Ashi maintains that Rabbi Eliezer’s reasoning is 
at the two sprinklings certainly contain water of purifica- 
ion, as the small amount of unfit water than fell into the 
water of purification does not constitute two sprinklings. 
This explains why Rav Ashi concludes that according to 
he opinion of Rabbi Eliezer there is no mixing: If there 
was mixing, a single sprinkling would necessarily contain 
water of purification, and there would be no need for two 
sprinklings. 


HALAKHA 

Asprinkling of any amount renders the impure person 
ritually pure - nyo rim bp met: With regard to one 
who sprinkles water of purification once on several people 
or on a number of vessels, whoever or whatever touched 
any of the water is ritually purified. Although this ruling 
is apparently not in accordance with the opinion of the 
Rabbis, who require a minimum measure for sprinkling, 
this requirement applies only to the water in the vessel, 
not to the water that is sprinkled (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Para Aduma 10:8, and see Mahari Kurkus there). 


Perek VIII 
Daf 80 Amudb 


74 


ZEVAHIM ` PEREK VIII: 80B-:) 471 p3 


TIPP IN PIPP INA VYY II NY 
OND DIKT MW T 3 - aba pore 
KOY bt KP NID TNA by mg 
INIT PY IDP AY W) ID NP 
2ni nw i mah - ye many 
ree) HW TDM SIT Tap? NIY 
min > — mint paren px app 
POTN INI PINA MINIT AW 

ANT ah sont wn- nis 


INTTI ws obiyd seo) wy aoe 
1BD- PPDY MDA NDT Ww Moy 
INK DIS DYMY 


Pas meta APA we OY? ag NY 


YON 9D 231 IDI? MBIA, MW DW 
wh wana NYT 


SINT nw my hea PR IIK ws I 


sire ray at six va pg 
Pe TN MEA KITY "3 nyi 


e 


abyad paman TIA KIN Tiy) 
why a mend | pama WNW 
D by DANAN TY pny sie 


But what does Rabbi Eliezer hold? If he holds that there is 
no mixing, i.e., when two substances are mixed together each 
drop is not assumed to contain a bit of each of them, then even 
if one sprinkles two sprinklings, what of it? Perhaps on both 
occasions he sprinkles regular water. Rather, one must say that 
Rabbi Eliezer holds that there is mixing. If he holds that the act 
of sprinkling does not require a minimum measure, why do I 
need two sprinklings? One act of sprinkling would be enough. 
Rather, you must say that Rabbi Eliezer holds that the act of 
sprinkling requires a minimum measure. And if Rabbi Eliezer 
holds that one cannot combine sprinklings, then even if one 
sprinkles two sprinklings, what of it? And alternatively, if he 
holds that one combines sprinklings, who says that the two 
sprinklings will amount to the minimum measure? Perhaps most 
of the water he sprinkled was regular water. 


Reish Lakish says: Actually, Rabbi Eliezer holds that there is 
mixing, and sprinkling requires a minimum measure. And here 
we are dealing with a case where the two types of water were 
mixed together in a ratio of one to one, and therefore by perform- 
ing two sprinklings the priest ensures that he has sprinkled the 
minimum measure of one sprinkling of water of purification. 


Rava says: Actually, Rabbi Eliezer maintains that there is mixing, 
and sprinkling does not require a minimum measure. Conse- 
quently, it should suffice for the priest to perform one sprinkling. 
And the requirement to sprinkle twice is a penalty that the Sages 
imposed, so that one who mixes regular water with the water 
of purification would not benefit from this act by diluting the 
valuable water of purification. 


Rav Ashi states a different explanation: Rabbi Eliezer holds that 
there is no mixing, and therefore if the priest sprinkles only once 
there is a concern that he might not have sprinkled any water 
of purification at all, and therefore he sprinkles two sprinklings." 


The Gemara raises an objection from a baraita against Reish 
Lakish’s opinion that Rabbi Eliezer holds that sprinkling requires 
a minimum measure. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: According to 
the statement of Rabbi Eliezer that if the priest performs two 
sprinklings the purification ritual is valid, a sprinkling of any 
amount renders the impure person ritually pure," as sprinkling 
does not require a minimum measure, and even a sprinkling that 
contains half fit water and half unfit water renders the individual 
ritually pure. 


The Gemara adds: And furthermore, one can raise another dif- 
ficulty against the opinion of Rav Ashi, who maintains that accord- 
ing to Rabbi Eliezer there is no mixing, as it is taught explicitly 
in a baraita: With regard to blood of an offering, e.g., a sin offering, 
which is to be placed above the red line that was mixed with 
blood of an offering, e.g., a burnt offering, which is to be placed 
below the red line, Rabbi Eliezer says: The priest shall initially 
place the blood of the mixture above the red line for the sake of 
the sin offering, and the priest should then place blood from the 
mixture below the red line for the sake of the burnt offering, and 
both the blood placed above and the blood placed below count 
for him toward the fulfillment of the mitzva. 
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The Gemara explains the difficulty from this baraita: And if you say 
that there is no mixing, why do both of the placements count for 
him? Perhaps he placed the blood of the mixture that belongs above 
the red line below it, and the blood that belongs below the red line 
above it. 


The Gemara answers: Here we are dealing with a case where there 
is a majority of blood that is to be placed above the line, and the priest 
placed blood above by the measure of the blood in the mixture that 
is to be placed below the line, and slightly more blood. In this manner 
he ensures that he must have placed above the red line some of the 
blood that belongs there. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: But the baraita teaches: The blood 
placed below counts for him toward the fulfillment of the mitzva. 
According to this explanation, it is possible that all the blood of the 
burnt offering was placed above the red line. Why, then, has he fulfilled 
the mitzva by placing blood below the red line? The Gemara explains: 
The baraita does not mean that it counts for the mitzva of the placing 
of the blood of a burnt offering below the red line; rather, it means 
that it counts for him for the sake of the remainder of the blood of 
the sin offering, which must be poured onto the base of the altar. 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a proof from a baraita: If the 
priest placed the mixed blood below the red line and did not consult 
the authorities, what should he do now? Rabbi Eliezer says: He shall 
again place the blood above the red line, and the blood placed below 
counts for him. Once again, the difficulty is that if Rabbi Eliezer 
maintains that there is no mixing, why does the placement count 
for him? Perhaps he placed the blood of the mixture that belongs 
above the red line below it, and the blood that belongs below the red 
line above it. 


The Gemara answers: Here too, we are dealing with a case where the 
majority of blood belongs above the line, and the priest placed blood 
above from the measure of the blood in the mixture that belongs 
below the line, and slightly more blood. Again the Gemara asks: But 
the baraita teaches: The blood placed below counts for him. Since it 
is possible that all of the blood of the burnt offering was placed above 
the red line, why does the blood placed below count for him? The 
Gemara answers that the baraita means it counts for him for the sake 
of the remainder" of the sin offering. 


The Gemara further suggests: Come and hear another proof from a 
baraita: If the priest placed the mixed blood above and did not con- 
sult the authorities," both these Sages and those Sages, i.e., the Rabbis 
and Rabbi Eliezer, concede that he shall again place the blood below 
the red line, and these placements and those placements count for 
him. If Rabbi Eliezer maintains that there is no mixing, he would not 
concede this point, as perhaps he placed the blood that belongs below 
the red line above it, and the blood that belongs above, below. 


The Gemara answers: Here too, this is referring to a case where the 
majority of blood belongs above the line, and the priest placed blood 
above in the measure of the blood in the mixture that belongs below 
the line, and slightly more blood. In this manner he fulfills the mitzva 
of the blood that is to be placed above the red line alone. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: But the baraita teaches: These and 
those count for him, not only the blood that is to be placed above. 
The Gemara explains: Does the baraita teach: These Sages and those 
Sages concede that these placements and those placements count 
for him? It teaches only: These and those count for him. In other 
words, although the baraita states in the first clause that both the 
Rabbis and Rabbi Eliezer concede that the priest returns and places 
the blood below the red line, this agreement does not apply to the next 
clause of the baraita, as in the latter clause we come to the opinion 
of the Rabbis alone, who say that there is mixing, which is why 
both placements count. 


NOTES 


If the priest placed the blood below the red line.. 
for the sake of the remainder - wyw ow. eb im 
According to this explanation, the baraita should read: 
He shall return and place the blood above the red line 
and he shall return and place the blood below the red 
line. The reason he must return and place blood below 
is that the blood he initially placed below the red line 
certainly does not count toward the remainder of the 
blood of the sin offering, as he had not yet placed the 
blood of this offering above the red line (Tosafot). 


HALAKHA 


If the priest placed the blood above and did not 
consult the authorities, etc. -’15) po x) nwy jana: 
f blood that is to be placed above the red line was 
mixed with blood that is to be placed below the red 
ine, it should all be poured into the Temple courtyard 
drain. If the priest did not consult the authorities but 
instead placed the blood both above and below the 
ine, the offerings are fit. If he placed blood above and 
hen consulted the authorities, who instructed him to 
place blood below, he should place blood below and 
both offerings are fit, as stated in the baraita (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 2:12). 
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The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a proof from the mishna: 
In a case of the blood of an offering that is to be placed on 
the altar with one placement that was mixed with the blood 
of another offering that is to be placed on the altar with one 
placement, the blood shall be placed with one placement. And 
if you say that according to Rabbi Eliezer there is no mixing, 
why shall they be placed with one placement? Perhaps he 
places from this blood and does not place from that blood. The 
Gemara answers: This is referring to a case where the measure 
of one placement of this blood was mixed with the measure of 
one" placement of that blood, and no more. Consequently, he 
certainly placed both types of blood. 


The Gemara raises another difficulty: The mishna teaches that in 
a case of the blood of an offering that is to be placed on the altar 
with four placements that was mixed with the blood of another 
offering that is to be placed on the altar with four placements, 
the blood shall be placed with four placements. But if there is 
no mixing, perhaps he placed only the blood of one offering. 
The Gemara explains: Here too, it is referring to a case where 
the measure of four placements of this blood was mixed with 
the measure of four" placements of that blood, and therefore he 
certainly placed blood from both offerings. 


The Gemara raises another difficulty: The mishna teaches that if 
the blood of an offering that is to be placed on the altar with four 
placements was mixed with the blood of another offering that 
is to be placed on the altar with one placement, Rabbi Eliezer 
says: The blood shall be placed with four placements. Here too, if 
there is no mixing according to Rabbi Eliezer, perhaps he placed 
the blood of only one of the offerings. 


NOTES 


Where one was mixed with one — ANNA NIN A WwNw 7132: 
Rashi adds that he places once for each of the offerings, as 
otherwise the question remains unresolved: Perhaps he placed 
blood from only one offering. Others explain that even if Rabbi 
Eliezer maintains that there is no mixing, this applies only to a 
large mixture, where it is reasonable to suggest that not every 
part of it contains each ingredient. Here, where there are only 
two types of blood of equal proportions and one divides them 


in half, it is unreasonable to suggest that each type was divided 
precisely, so that neither placement contains any amount of the 
other blood (Keren Ora). 


Where four was mixed with four — yaiKa park NIW: 
Rashi adds here too that the priest placed four times for each 
of the offerings. 
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And if you would say that here too, the mishna is discussing 
a case where the measure of four placements was mixed with 
precisely the amount of one placement, and therefore the priest 
certainly placed some blood of both offerings, if so, how would 
one explain the clause in the mishna that states: Rabbi Yehoshua 
said to Rabbi Eliezer: According to your opinion, doesn’t the 
priest violate the prohibition of: Do not add? From where is 
the violation of: Do not add, here? After all, the priest places 
only the measure of one placement from the offering that requires 
one placement. 


Rather, Rava says: Rabbi Eliezer and the Rabbis do not disagree 
with regard to a case of actual blood mixed together. When they 
disagree it is with regard to a case of cups of blood that were 
intermingled, and it is unknown which blood is in which cup. The 
explanation according to Rabbi Eliezer is that he is of the opin- 
ion that one views the blood that was not placed properly as 
though it were water, and therefore it is permitted to present the 
blood; whereas the explanation according to the Rabbis is that 
they are not of the opinion that one views the blood that was not 
placed properly as though it were water, and consequently all of 
it must be poured into the Temple courtyard drain. 
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The Gemara asks: And do they not disagree with regard to blood 
mixed together? But isn’t it taught in a baraita: Rabbi Yehuda 
said: Rabbi Eliezer and the Rabbis did not disagree in a case of 
blood ofa sin offering that was mixed with blood of a burnt offer- 
ing that the mixture shall be sacrificed, or in a case of blood that 
was fit for presentation that was mixed with the blood of an animal 
that copulated with a person, or an animal that was the object 
of bestiality, that it shall not be sacrificed. The baraita continues: 
With regard to what case did they disagree? With regard to blood 
of an unblemished animal that was mixed with blood of a blem- 
ished animal, as Rabbi Eliezer says that it shall be sacrificed, 
whether in a case of blood mixed together or in a case of cups 
intermingled, and the Rabbis say it shall not be sacrificed. 


The Gemara answers: Rabbi Yehuda, in accordance with the opin- 
ion of Rabbi Eliezer, i.e., when Rabbi Yehuda teaches the opinion 
of Rabbi Eliezer, teaches that the dispute applies both in a case of 
blood mixed together and in a case of intermingled cups, but the 
Rabbis who taught the mishna maintain that Rabbi Eliezer and the 
Rabbis disagree only in a case of intermingled cups. 


§ The mishna teaches that if the blood of a sin offering, which is to 
be placed above the red line, was mixed with blood of a burnt offer- 
ing, which is to be placed below the line, Rabbi Eliezer holds that it 
shall all be placed above the red line, and one views the blood of the 
burnt offering placed there as though it is water, and subsequently 
the priest shall place the blood below the red line. By contrast, the 
Rabbis rule that all the blood shall be poured into the Temple court- 
yard drain. Concerning this, Abaye says: The mishna taught that 
according to the opinion of the Rabbis the blood shall be poured 
into the drain only if the first portion of the blood ofa sin offering, 
i.e. that blood which is to be placed above the red line, and the 
blood of a burnt offering were mixed. 


But if the final portion of the blood ofa sin offering, i.e., the remain- 
der of the blood that is poured onto the base of the altar (see Leviti- 
cus 4:25), and the blood of a burnt offering were mixed, everyone 
agrees that since the place of the blood of a burnt offering, below 
the red line, is the same as the place of the remainder of the blood 
of a sin offering, as the remainder of the blood of a sin offering is 
poured on the base of the altar, the priest shall place all the blood 
on the side of the altar below the red line. Rav Yosef said to Abaye: 
This is what Rav Yehuda says: The places are not the same, as the 
remainder of blood needs to be placed on the bench, i.e., on the 
upper horizontal surface of the base itself, and not on the side of 
the altar as is the case with the blood of a burnt offering. 


The Gemara notes that amora’im of Eretz Yisrael disagreed in the 
same manner as Abaye and Rav Yosef: And likewise Rabbi Shimon 
ben Lakish says: The mishna taught that according to the opinion 
of the Rabbis the blood shall be poured into the drain only if the 
first portion of the blood of a sin offering and the blood ofa burnt 
offering were mixed. But if the final portion of the blood of a sin 
offering and the blood of a burnt offering were mixed, everyone 
agrees that since the place of the blood of a burnt offering is the 
same as the place of the remainder of the blood of a sin offering, 
the priest shall place all the blood on the side of the altar below the 
red line. Rabbi Yohanan says, and some say it was Rabbi Elazar 
who says: This case of the remainder of blood of a sin offering that 
was mixed with the blood of a burnt offering is still included in the 
dispute" between Rabbi Eliezer and the Rabbis. 


HALAKHA 


This is still included in the dispute — npibng OTT py: If the 
remainder of the blood of a sin offering was mixed with the blood 
of a burnt offering, although both types of blood are placed below 
the red line, it should all be poured into the Temple courtyard 


drain. This halakha is in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis, 
following the explanation of Rabbi Yohanan with regard to the 
dispute between the Rabbis and Rabbi Eliezer (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 2:11). 
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NOTES 
shall take of the blood of the bull and of 


the blood of the goat - wywA oa BT DM NPY: 


he bull 


This verse, which is discussing the Yom Kippur Tem- 
ple rites, 
blood inside the Holy of Holies and on the Sanctuary 
Curtain from the blood of the bull and the blood of 
he goat separately, he then mixes them together 
and places blood from the mixture on the golden 
altar. Despite the fact that the blood of a bull is more 
plentiful than the blood of a goat, the blood of the 
goat is not nullified in the majority of the blood of 


teaches that after the High Priest sprinkles 


(see Temura 5b). 
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words, one would learn from the first men- 
ood only that the blood of a burnt offering is 
fied if it was mixed with the blood of another 


burnt off 


ering, whether it is an entirely separate 


burnt o 


ering or the substitute of the burnt offer- 


ing in question, as the substitute of a burnt offering 
has the status of a burnt offering. 
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Rav Huna bar Yehuda raises an objection from a baraita: The verse 
states with regard to firstborn animals: “They are holy” (Numbers 
18:17). The emphasis of the term “they” serves to teach that even if 
the blood of a firstborn offering was mixed with blood of other 
sacrificial animals, the blood shall be sacrificed, as the blood of 
firstborn offerings is not nullified. What, is it not referring even to a 
case of the final portion of the blood of a burnt offering and the blood 
ofa firstborn offering that were mixed, indicating that the priest places 
the mixture below the red line? And if so, one can learn from this 
baraita that the place of the blood of a burnt offering, which is also 
the place of the blood of a firstborn offering, is the same as the place 
of the remainder of blood of a sin offering. The Gemara answers: No, 
the baraita is referring to the first part of the blood ofa burnt offering 
and the blood of a firstborn offering. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: But if so, what is this baraita teaching 
us? Is it teaching that the blood of offerings that ascend to the altar 
do not nullify one another? This halakha is already derived from the 
verse: “And he shall take of the blood of the bull and of the blood 
of the goat” (Leviticus 16:18)," from which it is understood that 
although the blood of the two animals is in the same vessel, they each 
retain their distinct identity. The Gemara answers: This is a dispute 
between tanna’im, as there is a tanna who derives this halakha from 
here, and there is a tanna who derives it from there. 


Rava raises an objection from a baraita that discusses a verse describ- 
ing a burnt offering: “And Aaron’s sons, the priests, shall present the 
blood and sprinkle the blood” (Leviticus 1:5). The superfluous sec- 
ond mention of the blood teaches that it is still called the blood of a 
burnt offering even after it was mixed with other blood, and therefore 
it should be sprinkled in its proper manner. What does it mean when 


the verse states twice: “Blood,” “blood”? The baraita explains: If 
“blood” were written only once, one might have thought: I have 
derived only that this halakha was stated with regard to a case where 
this, i.e., the blood of a burnt offering, was mixed with the blood of 
its substitute,” as even if these offerings were intermingled when 
the animals were alive, the burnt offering and its substitute shall be 
sacrificed. From where is it derived to include even a case of the 
blood of a thanks offering or a peace offering that was mixed with 
the blood of a burnt offering, as these offerings are not sacrificed 
if they became intermingled with a burnt offering while alive? 


The baraita continues: And even if one says: I include in this first 
mention of blood the case of the blood ofa thanks offering or a peace 
offering that was mixed with the blood of a burnt offering, as they are 
similar in that they both come as a vow offering and a gift offering, 
like a burnt offering, from where is it derived to include even a case 
of the blood of the guilt offering that was mixed with the blood of a 
burnt offering, as a guilt offering cannot be brought as a vow offering 
or a gift offering? 


The baraita continues: And even if one says: I include in this first 
mention of blood even a case of the blood of the guilt offering that 
was mixed with the blood of a burnt offering, as they are similar in 
that a guilt offering requires the placement of two placements that 
are four, like a burnt offering, from where is it derived that the same 
applies to the blood of a firstborn offering, and the animal tithe offer- 
ing, and the Paschal offering, whose blood is placed once on the altar? 
Therefore, the verse states twice: “Blood,” “blood.” This repetition 
serves to teach that in any case where the blood of a burnt offering 
became mixed with the blood of another offering that is placed below 
the red line, this blood is presented. 
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The Gemara analyzes this baraita: What, is it not referring even 
to a case of the final portion of the blood of a burnt offering and 
the blood of a firstborn offering that were mixed? And if so, one 
can learn from this baraita that the place of the blood of a burnt 
offering is the same as the place of the remainder of the blood of 
a firstborn offering. 


The Gemara answers: No, the baraita is referring to the first part 

of the blood of a burnt offering and the blood ofa firstborn offer- 
ing. But if so, what is this baraita teaching us? Is it teaching that 

the blood of offerings that ascend to the altar do not nullify one 

another? This halakha is already derived from the verse: “And he 

shall take of the blood of the bull and of the blood of the goat” 
(Leviticus 16:18). The Gemara explains: This is a dispute between 

tanna’im, as there is a tanna who derives this halakha from here, 
and there is a tanna who derives it from there. 


§ The Gemara has cited three different verses as the source for the 
halakha that the blood of offerings that ascend to the altar do not 
nullify one another: “They are holy” (Numbers 18:17); “And he shall 
take of the blood of the bull and of the blood of the goat” (Leviticus 
16:18); “And Aaron’s sons, the priests, shall present the blood and 
sprinkle the blood” (Leviticus 1:5). The Gemara notes: And these 
other tanna’im do not derive this principle from the verse: “And 
he shall take of the blood of the bull and of the blood of the goat,” 
as they maintain that the High Priest does not mix the blood of 
the bull with the blood of the goat in order to place the blood on 
the corners of the golden altar; rather, each type of blood is placed 
separately. Additionally, these other tanna’im do not derive this 
halakha from the repeated mention of: “Blood,” “blood,” as they 
do not learn anything from this repetition. 


The Gemara asks: But what is the reason that those other tanna’im 
do not derive this halakha from the verse: “They are holy” (Num- 
bers 18:17)? The Gemara explains: They hold that the verse should 
be understood as follows: “They are holy,” i.e., they, the firstborn 
offerings themselves, are sacrificed, but their substitutes are not" 
sacrificed. 


The Gemara asks: And the other tanna, i.e., the tanna who derives 
the halakha that the blood of offerings that ascend to the altar do 
not nullify one another from the verse: “They are holy” (Numbers 
18:17), from where does he learn that the substitute of a firstborn is 
not sacrificed? The Gemara explains: He derives it from the verse: 

“Whether it be ox or sheep, it is the Lord’s” (Leviticus 27:26). The 
emphasis of “it is” teaches that it is sacrificed but its substitute is 
not sacrificed. 


§ The Gemara resumes its discussion of whether the place of the 
blood ofa burnt offering is the same as the place for the remainder 
of the blood of offerings. Come and hear a baraita: With regard 
to blood that is to be placed above the red line that was mixed 
with blood that is to be placed below the line, which according to 
the Rabbis must be poured into the Temple courtyard drain, if 
the priest placed the mixed blood above and did not consult the 
authorities," both these Sages and those Sages, i.e., the Rabbis 
and Rabbi Eliezer, concede that he shall again place the blood 
below the red line, and these placements and those placements 
count for him. 


The Gemara analyzes this baraita: What, is it not referring to a case 
where the blood of a sin offering and a burnt offering were mixed? 
And once the priest placed blood of the sin offering above the red 
line, that which is left from the blood of the sin offering is consid- 
ered the remainder of the blood. And yet the baraita teaches: Both 
these Sages and those Sages concede that he shall again place 
the blood below the red line. And if so, one can learn from the 
baraita that the place of the blood of a burnt offering is the same 
as the place of the remainder of the blood ofa sin offering. 


HALAKHA 


They are sacrificed but their substitutes are not - o7 
pan pg pap: The substitutes of a firstborn offering 
and an animal tithe offering are never sacrificed (Rambam 
Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Temura 3:1). 


If the priest placed the mixed blood above and did not 
consult the authorities — To x) nwa 103: With regard 
to blood that is to be placed above the red line that was 
mixed with blood that is to be placed below the red line, 
which should be poured into the Temple courtyard drain, 
if the priest did not consult the authorities but placed from 
the mixture above the red line, he should place from the 
mixture below the red line, and both placements count for 
him, as stated in the baraita. 

Hok Natan and Likkutei Halakhot, among others, are 
puzzled by this ruling, as the Rambam maintains that the 
place of the blood of the burnt offering is not the same 
as the place of the remainder of blood, as stated on the 
previous amud. The various commentaries on the Rambam 
attempt to explain this apparent contradiction (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 2:12, and see 
Mahari Kurkus there). 


XD ATN p - ZEVAHIM ' PEREK VIII : 81B 


79 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


PERSONALITIES 


Rava Tosfa'a — AKDDIN KI: One of the later amora'im 
who was involved in editing the Babylonian Talmud, Rava 
Tosfa’a was apparently a devoted student of Ravina |, Rav 
Ashi's colleague, with whom he engaged in halakhic dis- 
cussions. He is later found in the company of Ravina 1, 
known as Ravina Zuta, the nephew of the elder Ravina. 
Since he belonged to the last generation of amora‘im, not 
many of his statements are quoted in the Talmud, though 
several halakhic rulings are cited in his name. Toward the 
end of his life, Rava Tosfa’a served as the head of the acad- 
emy in Sura for six years, succeeding Mar bar Rav Ashi. 

There are various theories as to the meaning of the 
name Tosfa’a. Some explain that he was called by this 
name due to his expertise in the Tosefta, while others 
maintain that it is the name of a place. It stands to reason 
that he was given this appellation due to his work editing 
the Talmud, which essentially consisted of adding [hosafa] 
material and editing. According to the epistle of Rav Sherira 
Gaon, Rava Tosfa’a died in the year 474 CE. 


NOTES 


We already interpreted it with regard to a mixture of 
blood that contains a majority of blood that is placed 
above — 09y xara kT NIPIN NA: Rashi explains this 
difficulty as follows: According to the earlier explanation of 
his baraita, the mixture contained a majority of blood of 
a sin offering that is to be placed above the red line, and 
he priest initially places above the line slightly more than 
he measure that is to be placed below the line, in order to 
ensure that some of the blood that is to be placed above 
he red line will indeed be placed there. If so, the pries 
would not place the blood below the red line in the usua 
place of the blood of a burnt offering, in case none of the 
blood of the burnt offering remained. Instead, he would 
pour the blood on top of the base of the altar, so as to fulfll 
he mitzva of presenting the remainder of the blood of the 
sin offering. Consequently, there is no proof from here tha 
he place of the blood of a burnt offering is the same as the 
place of the remainder of blood, and therefore it is unclear 
why Rav Yitzhak bar Yosef found it necessary to interpre 
his baraita as referring to a unique case. 


HALAKHA 


Blood that is placed inside the Sanctuary that was mixed 
with blood that is placed outside the Sanctuary — paman 
yina pama yawn O92: Ifthe blood that is to be placed 
inside the Sanctuary, i.e., between the staves, on the Cur- 
tain, and on the golden altar, was mixed with the blood 
that is to be placed outside the Sanctuary, it is all poured 
into the Temple courtyard drain. If the priest did not con- 
sult the authorities but took blood from the mixture and 
placed it both inside and outside, his actions are valid 
whether he first placed the blood inside or first placed it 
outside. This ruling applies to all types of blood of offerings 
that are to be placed outside the Sanctuary, apart from a 
sin offering. 

In a case where the blood of a sin offering that is to be 
placed inside the Sanctuary was mixed with the blood of 
a sin offering that is to be placed outside the Sanctuary, if 
the priest first placed the blood outside and then inside, 
both offerings are fit. By contrast, if he first placed blood 
from the mixture inside the Sanctuary and afterward 
outside, the sin offering whose blood is to be placed out- 
side is disqualified (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 2:13). 
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The Gemara relates: When Rav Yitzhak bar Yosef came from 
Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia, he said that they say in the West, 
Eretz Yisrael: What are we dealing with here? We are dealing 
not with a mixture of blood of a sin offering and blood of a 
burnt offering, but with a case where the blood of a sin offering 
sacrificed on the external altar, which is placed above the red 
line, was mixed with the remainder of the blood ofa sin offering 
whose blood is presented inside the Sanctuary. This remainder 
is poured on the base of the external altar. Consequently, once 
the priest has placed blood from the mixture above the red line, 
all that remains is a mixture of remainders, which are placed 
in the same location. 


Abaye said to Rav Yitzhak bar Yosef: Why is it necessary to cite 

the case of the remainder of the blood of a sin offering whose 

blood is presented inside the Sanctuary? But let the Master say 
that it is referring to a case where the blood of a sin offering 
sacrificed on the external altar was mixed with the remainder 
of the blood ofa sin offering sacrificed on the external altar. Per- 
haps you chose that case to indicate that this is what the baraita 

teaches us: Even according to the one who says that failure 

to pour the remainder of the blood ofa sin offering whose blood 

is presented inside the Sanctuary disqualifies the offering, never- 
theless, if the remainder was merely lacking, as in this case, as 

some of the blood had been placed above the red line, this does 

not disqualify the offering. 


Rava Tosfa’a’ said to Ravina: How can that baraita be cited as 
proof for the issue at hand? We already interpreted it (80b) with 
regard to a mixture of blood that is to be placed above the red 
line with blood that is to be placed below the red line, which 
contains a majority of blood that is to be placed above" the line, 
and the priest places above the red line a measure of blood that 
is to be placed below the line and slightly more. Ravina said to 
him: That statement applies according to those who said ini- 
tially that Rabbi Eliezer and the Rabbis disagree with regard to 
a mixture of blood, and that Rabbi Eliezer holds that there is no 
mixing. But according to the conclusion, Rabbi Eliezer and the 
Rabbis disagree with regard to cups of blood that were inter- 
mingled, and therefore the above interpretation of the baraita 
was rejected. 


MI S HNA Blood that is to be placed on three loca- 


tions inside the Sanctuary, i.e., between 
the staves, on the Curtain, and on the golden altar, that was 
mixed with blood that is to be placed outside the Sanctuary" on 
the external altar in the Temple courtyard, has no remedy, as one 
may not change the location of the placement of the blood of one 
to fulfill his obligation with the other type of blood. Therefore, 
all the blood shall be poured into the Temple courtyard drain. 
If the priest, on his own initiative, placed the mixture of blood 
outside the Sanctuary and again placed the mixture of blood 
inside the Sanctuary, the offering is fit. 


If the priest, on his own initiative, placed the mixture of blood 
inside the Sanctuary and again placed the mixture of blood 
outside the Sanctuary, Rabbi Akiva deems the blood placed 
outside disqualified, and the Rabbis deem it fit. As Rabbi Akiva 
says: Any blood that is to be presented outside that entered to 
atone in the Sanctuary is disqualified; but the Rabbis say: That 
is the halakha with regard to the blood of an external sin offering 
alone, as it is written: “And any sin offering, whereof any of the 
blood is brought into the Tent of Meeting to atone in the Sanctu- 
ary, shall not be eaten” (Leviticus 6:23). Rabbi Eliezer says: The 
status of a guilt offering is like that of a sin offering as well, as it 
is stated: “Asis the sin offering, so is the guilt offering” (Leviti- 
cus 7:7), i.e., there is one halakha for them. That is not the case 
with regard to the blood of other offerings. 
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G E M ARA The mishna teaches that if blood that is to 


be placed inside the Sanctuary was mixed 
with blood that is to be placed outside the Sanctuary, all the blood 
should be poured into the Temple courtyard drain, and there is 
no opposing opinion recorded in the mishna. The Gemara asks: 
And let Rabbi Eliezer disagree even with regard to this case, just 
as he disagrees with regard to a mixture of blood that is to be placed 
above the red line that was mixed with blood that is to be placed 
below the red line, where he holds that the improperly placed blood 
is considered as though it were water. 


The Gemara explains that Rabbi Eliezer does not disagree in this 
case, as how should the priest act? If one says that he should first 
place blood from the mixture on the altar outside the Sanctuary, 
and again place blood from the mixture inside the Sanctuary, this 
is not allowed. Just as it is a mitzva to give precedence to the blood 
that is to be placed above the red line over the blood that is to be 
placed below" the line, e.g., the presentation of the blood of a sin 
offering precedes the presentation of the blood of a burnt offering, 
since a sin offering serves to effect atonement, so too is it a mitzva 
to give precedence to the blood that is to be placed inside the 
Sanctuary over blood that is to be placed outside the Sanctuary. 


And if you suggest that the priest should first place blood from the 
mixture inside the Sanctuary and again place blood outside, on 
the altar, although this resolution is applicable to most offerings 
whose blood is placed outside, nevertheless the tanna of the mishna 
chose to omit this case. The reason is that since there are a sin 
offering and a guilt offering, concerning which, according to the 
opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, when their blood enters the Sanctuary 
they are disqualified from being placed on the external altar, the 
tanna could not teach this halakha categorically. In other words, as 
the tanna could not issue a categorical ruling that applies to all types 
of offerings, he omitted the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer here. 


Q The mishna teaches that Rabbi Akiva would say: Any blood that 
is to be presented outside that entered to atone in the Sanctuary is 
disqualified. The Gemara discusses the source for Rabbi Akiva’s 
ruling. The verse states: “And any sin offering, whereof any of the 
blood is brought into the Tent of Meeting to atone in the Sanctuary, 
shall not be eaten” (Leviticus 6:23). How does Rabbi Akiva apply 
this halakha to all offerings whose blood is presented on the external 
altar? Rav Yehuda says that Shmuel says: Hear a parable: To what 
is this matter comparable? To a student who mixed wine with hot 
water for his teacher. And the teacher said to him: Mix another 
drink for me. The student said to him: With what should I mix the 
wine, hot or cold water? The teacher said to him: Aren’t we dealing 
with hot water? Now that I requested that you mix me another 
cup, I mean that you should mix it either in hot water or in cold. 
Otherwise, the teacher would not have needed to say anything. 


Here too, since we have been dealing with a sin offering in that 
passage (see Leviticus 6:17-22), why do I need the term “sin offer- 
ing” that the Merciful One writes in this verse? Even without this 
term it is clear that the Torah is referring to a sin offering. Rather, 
as in the parable, the Torah mentions a sin offering to teach: I do 
not say this halakha with regard to a sin offering alone, i.e., that 
only the blood of a sin offering is disqualified when it is brought 
inside the Sanctuary, but the blood of all sacrificial animals is 
disqualified by being brought into the Sanctuary. 


rom the publisher 


HALAKHA 

It is a mitzva to give precedence to the blood that is 
placed above the red line over the blood that is placed 
below - minnn miyy arpa myn: The presentation 
of the blood of a sin offering takes precedence over the 
presentation of the blood of a burnt offering, as the blood 
of a sin offering effects atonement (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 9:8). 
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HALAKHA 
With regard to scouring and rinsing - npa pas 
Tawa: Vessels in which consecrated food was used with 
heat require scouring and rinsing. This halakha applies not 
only to sin offerings but to all offerings, both those of the 
most sacred order and those of lesser sanctity (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 8:14). 


NOTES 


| have derived only that this halakha applies to the sin 
offering of an individual - Pry nxn xx 4 p: This 
assumption is based on the fact ‘that this passage in the 
Torah, which begins with: “This is the law of the sin offering 
(Leviticus 6:18), is one of a series of such passages. These 
include passages addressing the guilt offering and peace 
offering, which are almost always brought by individuals 
(Rashi). 


” 


To burn their disqualified ones in the Temple - ane 
arag max poa: There is a distinction between inner 
sin offerings, which are also known as bulls and goats 
that are burned, and standard sin offerings, which are 
external sin offerings. The blood of external sin offerings 
is presented on the altar in the courtyard of the Temple, 
and the meat of these offerings is eaten by the priests. 
Inner sin offerings are sacrificed to atone for the sins of the 
community or the High Priest. Their blood is sprinkled on 
the Curtain of the Holy of Holies and on the golden altar 
inside the Sanctuary of the Temple (see Leviticus, chapter 
4). These sin offerings are not eaten at all, and their flesh 
is burned outside the Israelite camp (see Leviticus 4:12, 
21, 16:27), which, in the time of the Temple, is outside the 
walls of Jerusalem. The inner sin offerings include the bull 
brought on Yom Kippur, the bull of the anointed priest, i.e., 
the High Priest, and the bull for an unwitting communal 
sin brought if the Sanhedrin issues an erroneous halakhic 
ruling and the community acts upon it. The goats that are 
burned are the goat of Yom Kippur and the goat for an 
unwitting communal sin of idol worship. 

According to the opinion of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili, it is 
derived from the verse: “And any sin offering, whereof any 
of the blood is brought into the Tent of Meeting to atone 
in the Sanctuary, shall not be eaten; it shall be burned with 
fire” (Leviticus 6:23), that the disqualified sin offering must 
be burned in a sacred place, as the verse is read as though 
it stated: In the Sanctuary, i.e., in a sacred place, it shall be 
burned with fire (Rashi). There were two designated places 
or burning these disqualified offerings in the Temple: One 
was in the courtyard, while the other was farther out on 
he Temple Mount, for those offerings that were disquali- 
fied outside the courtyard (see 104b). 


LANGUAGE 

Isn't it the opposite [kelapei layya] - xm 303: This 
expression of puzzlement literally means: Directed to 
where? That is to say: Where are you facing? The question 
indicates: You are looking at the matter backward. Some 
of the geonim had a different version of the text, in which 
the expression read: Facing the tail [kelapei alya], as if to 
say: You are facing the direction of the tail, like one who 
is riding backward on an animal. Either way, the meaning 
of the term is the same: You are saying the opposite of 
what is logical. 
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Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, objects to this explanation: 
Accordingly, one should reach the opposite conclusion: Since all 
sacrificial animals that are sacrificed on the altar are included in 
this passage of the Torah with regard to scouring and rinsing," as 
derived by the Sages, despite the fact that this requirement is stated 
in connection with a sin offering (see Leviticus 6:21), it is already 
established that this chapter is speaking of all offerings. Conse- 
quently, why do I need the term “sin offering” that the Merciful 
One writes with regard to the matter of blood that entered the 
Sanctuary? Learn from the verse that in the case of a sin offering 
whose blood entered the Sanctuary, yes, it is disqualified, but if the 
blood of any other offering entered the Sanctuary, no, it is not 


disqualified. 


Rav Huna addresses Shmuel’s parable: And if you wish to provide 
a comparison, it is comparable only to a student who initially 
mixed wine for his teacher with both hot and cold water, and his 
teacher then said to him: Mix wine for me only with hot water. 


Rav Huna continues: Rather, the reasoning of Rabbi Akiva is 
from the fact that the verse does not state simply: “Sin offering,” 
but states: “Any sin offering”; this serves to include all other 
offerings. As it is taught in a baraita: The verse states: “And any 
sin offering, whereof any of the blood is brought into the Tent of 
Meeting to atone in the Sanctuary, shall not be eaten” (Leviticus 
6:23). I have derived that this halakha applies only with regard to a 
sin offering; from where is it derived that it also applies to offer- 
ings of the most sacred order? The verse states: “Any sin offering.” 
And from where is it derived that it also applies to offerings of 
lesser sanctity? The verse states: “And any sin offering.” This is 
the statement of Rabbi Akiva. 


Rabbi Yosei HaGelili said to Rabbi Akiva: Even if you include 
offerings in this manner from the verse all day long, I will not listen 
to you. Rather, this verse is referring to a sin offering alone, and it 
should be expounded as follows: The verse states: “Sin offering”; I 
have derived only that this halakha applies to the sin offering of an 
individual.’ From where is it derived that the same applies to a 
communal sin offering? The verse states: “Any sin offering.’ And 
one can still say: I have derived only that this halakha applies to a 
male sin offering; from where is it derived that the same applies 
to a female sin offering? The verse states: “And any sin offering.” 


The Gemara asks: Why is it assumed that the application of this 
halakha to a male sin offering is more obvious than to a female sin 
offering? Isn’t it the opposite [kelapei layya],' as the standard sin 
offering of an individual is a female? Rather, this is what Rabbi 
Yosei HaGelili is saying: One can still ask: I have derived only that 
this halakha applies to a female sin offering; from where is it 
derived that the same applies to a male sin offering? The verse 
states: “And any sin offering.” 


The Gemara asks: And does Rabbi Yosei HaGelili hold that this 
verse comes for this purpose, to teach the halakha of sin offerings 
whose blood was brought inside the Sanctuary? But isn’t it taught 
in a baraita that Rabbi Yosei HaGelili says: As we have found 
the entire matter that is stated in the verse: “And any sin offering, 
whereof any of the blood is brought into the Tent of Meeting to 
atone in the Sanctuary, shall not be eaten; it shall be burned with 
fire” (Leviticus 6:23), is not stated with regard to a standard sin 
offering improperly brought inside the Sanctuary; rather, it speaks 
only about bulls that are burned and goats that are burned. 


Rabbi Yosei HaGelili elaborates: These are unique sin offerings, 
and the Torah states that their blood should be brought inside the 

Sanctuary. The verse is stated with regard to these sin offerings 

both in order to command the Jewish people to burn their disquali- 
fied ones in the Temple" and in order to establish a prohibition 

with regard to their consumption. 
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The baraita continues: The Rabbis said to Rabbi Yosei HaGelili: If 
you expound the verse in this fashion, then from where is it derived 
that a standard sin offering whose blood entered the innermost 
sanctum, the Holy of Holies, must be burned? Rabbi Yosei HaGelili 
said to them that it is derived from the verse: “Behold, its blood was 
not brought into the Sanctuary within” (Leviticus 10:18). This indi- 
cates that had the sin offering referred to in the verse been brought 
inside the Sanctuary, it should have been burned. In any event, with 
regard to the issue at hand, since Rabbi Yosei HaGelili interprets the 
verse from Leviticus 6:23 in this manner, how can he interpret it 
differently in his dispute with Rabbi Akiva? 


The Gemara answers: Rabbi Yosei HaGelili spoke according to the 
statement of Rabbi Akiva, i.e., although Rabbi Yosei HaGelili inter- 
prets the verse in a different manner, according to Rabbi Akiva’s 
explanation it should be understood as referring only to a sin offering, 
not to other offerings. 


MI SHNA In the case of a sin offering whose blood 


placement is on the external altar whose 
blood the priest collected in two cups," if one of them left the 
Temple courtyard and was thereby disqualified, the cup that 
remained inside the courtyard is fit to be presented. If one of the 
cups entered inside the Sanctuary and was thereby disqualified, 
Rabbi Yosei HaGelili deems the blood in the cup that remained 
outside the Sanctuary, in the courtyard, fit to be presented, and the 
Rabbis deem it disqualified from being presented. 


Rabbi Yosei HaGelili said in support of his opinion: The halakha is 
that if one slaughters an offering with the intent that its blood be 
presented outside of the Temple courtyard, the offering is disquali- 
fied, but if his intention was that the blood be presented inside the 
Sanctuary, the offering is not disqualified. Just as in a case where 
part of the blood reached a place where the intent to present the 
blood there disqualifies the offering, i.e., outside the Temple court- 
yard, and yet when some of the blood is taken there it does not 
render the status of the remaining blood disqualified like that of 
blood that leaves the courtyard, so too, in a case where part of the 
blood reached a place where the intent to present the blood there 
does not disqualify the offering, i.e, inside the Sanctuary, is it not 
logical that we will not deem the status of the remaining blood 
like that of blood that entered the Sanctuary? 


The mishna continues: If all of the blood of a sin offering whose 
blood placement is on the external altar entered the Sanctuary to 
atone" through sprinkling, despite the fact that the priest did not 
actually sprinkle the blood to atone, the offering is disqualified; 
this is the statement of Rabbi Eliezer. Rabbi Shimon says: The 
offering is disqualified only when he atones and sprinkles the blood 
in the Sanctuary. Rabbi Yehuda says: If he took the blood into 
the Sanctuary unwittingly, the blood remains fit to be presented. 


HALAKHA 


Sin offering whose blood the priest collected in two cups — 
Didid wa At bapw DRY: In a case where a priest collected 

in two cups the blood of a sin offering whose blood placement 
is on the external altar, if one of the cups was taken outside the 

Temple courtyard, the blood in the remaining cup is fit and may 
be presented. If one of the cups was brought inside the Sanctu- 
ary, the other cup that is still in the courtyard is also disqualified. 
This halakha is in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis 

(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 2:15). 


If the blood of a sin offering entered the Sanctuary to 
atone, etc. - ^3) 333) D332: With regard to the blood of a sin 
offering whose blood placement is on the external altar that 
was brought into the Sanctuary to atone through sprinkling, if 
the priest brought it inside intentionally it is disqualified even 
if he did not sprinkle it. The halakha is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, as Rabbi Yehuda follows his ruling. If he 
brought it inside unwittingly, it is fit. He should present the blood 
outside the Sanctuary, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda as explained on 83a (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 2:16, and see Mahari Kurkus there). 
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BACKGROUND 


Frontplate - y¥: The frontplate of the High Priest was 
a plate of gold on which the words: “Sacred to the 
Lord” (Exodus 28:36), were engraved. This plate was 
ied to the forehead of the High Priest, adjacent to 
where his hairline began. The frontplate is one of the 
eight priestly vestments that constitute the raiment of 
he High Priest. The High Priest would wear all eight 
vestments year round, except during part of the Yom 
ippur service, when he would wear only the four 
white vestments donned by all priests. The Torah states 
hat by wearing the frontplate on his forehead, “Aaron 
shall bear the iniquity committed in the sacred mat- 
ers which the children of Israel shall sanctify” (Exodus 
28:38). The Sages explain that the frontplate does not 
atone for all sins committed involving the offerings 
in the Temple service; with regard to some offerings, 
the Torah states explicitly that they are not accepted. 
Rather, they explain that this statement applies to 
specific cases of ritual impurity, as explained here. 


HALAKHA 


Because the frontplate effects acceptance for offer- 
ings sacrificed that are ritually impure - 7x1 saw 
KAYT by: The frontplate effects acceptance for the 
ritual impurity of any offering brought on a fixed date 
that is performed in a state of ritual impurity ab initio. 
Likewise, the frontplate effects acceptance for any 
offering sacrificed by a priest who later discovered 
that he had been ritually impure due to a concealed 
grave (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 
4:6-7, and see Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 1:34). 


But does not effect acceptance for offerings that 
leave the courtyard - Kyi by myva iyi: Ifthe blood 
of an offering was taken out of the Temple courtyard, 
the offering is disqualified. Even if a priest brought the 
blood back inside and sprinkled it on the altar, the 
frontplate does not effect acceptance (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 1:35). 
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With regard to all the blood disqualified for presentation that 
was placed on the altar, the frontplate® effects acceptance only 
for offerings sacrificed that are ritually impure. Although it is 
written with regard to the frontplate worn on the forehead of the 
High Priest: “And it shall be upon Aaron’s forehead, and Aaron 
shall bear the iniquity committed in the sacred matters” (Exodus 
28:38), this does not apply to all disqualifications of offerings. This 
is because the frontplate effects acceptance for offerings sacri- 
ficed that are ritually impure" but does not effect acceptance for 
offerings that leave the courtyard." 


E E M ARA With regard to the dispute between Rabbi 
Yosei HaGelili and the Rabbis as to whether 
the blood ofa sin offering in a second cup is disqualified if the blood 
in the first cup entered the Sanctuary, it is taught in a baraita: Rabbi 
Yosei HaGelili said: This is an a fortiori inference: And just as ina 
case where part of the blood reached a place where the intent to 
present the blood there disqualifies the offering, i.e., outside the 
Temple courtyard, and yet that blood that was taken outside does 
not disqualify the blood that is still inside the courtyard, so too, in 
a case where part of the blood reached a place where the intent to 
present the blood there does not disqualify the offering, i.e., inside 
the Sanctuary, is it not logical that the blood that was taken inside 
will not disqualify the blood that is still outside the Sanctuary? 


The Rabbis said to Rabbi Yosei HaGelili: But the verse states: “And 
any sin offering, whereof any of the blood is brought into the Tent 
of Meeting to atone in the Sanctuary, shall not be eaten” (Leviticus 
6:23). This indicates that even if part of its blood is brought inside 
the Sanctuary, the sin offering is disqualified. 


Rabbi Yosei HaGelili said to the Rabbis: If you expound the verse 
in that manner, then from now one can derive an a fortiori inference 
with regard to the blood that leaves the courtyard: And just as in 
a case where part of the blood reached a place where the intent to 
present the blood there does not disqualify the offering, i.e., inside 
the Sanctuary, the blood that was taken inside disqualifies the 
blood that is still outside, i.e., in the courtyard, so too, in a case 
where part of the blood reached a place where the intent to present 
the blood there disqualifies the offering, i.e., outside the Temple 
courtyard, is it not logical that the blood that was taken outside 
will disqualify the blood that is still inside the courtyard? Why do 
the Rabbis deem this blood fit? 


The Rabbis said to Rabbi Yosei HaGelili in response: But the verse 
states: “And any sin offering, whereof any of the blood is brought 
into the Tent of Meeting to atone in the Sanctuary, shall not be 
eaten” (Leviticus 6:23). This teaches that only blood that enters the 
Sanctuary disqualifies the blood in the courtyard, but the blood 
that leaves the courtyard does not disqualify the blood in the 
courtyard. 


In light of this discussion, the Gemara asks: And let intent to pres- 
ent the blood inside the Sanctuary disqualify the offering based 
on an a fortiori inference: And just as in a place where the part of 
the blood that went outside does not disqualify the rest of the 
blood that is inside the courtyard, and yet intent to present the 
blood in this place disqualifies the offering, i.e., outside the court- 
yard, so too, in a place where the part of the blood that went inside 
the Sanctuary disqualifies the rest of the blood that is outside the 
Sanctuary, in the courtyard, is it not logical that intent to present 
the blood in this place will disqualify the offering, i.e., inside the 
courtyard? 


The Gemara explains that one does not derive this a fortiori infer- 
ence, as the verse states: “And if it be eaten at all on the third day, 
it is piggul; it shall not be accepted” (Leviticus 19:7), and the Sages 
expounded this verse with regard to the halakha of intent while 
slaughtering an offering. 
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This verse teaches that the place where improper intent disqualifies 
the offering must be triply functional:’ For the presenting of the 
blood, for the eating of the meat, and for the burning of the sacrificial 
portions of the offering that are consumed on the altar. In other words, 
it must be outside its designated place with regard to all three of these 
issues. Consequently, intent to present the blood in the Sanctuary does 
not disqualify the blood. 


The Gemara suggests the opposite: And if so, let intent to present the 
blood outside the Sanctuary not disqualify the offering based on an 
a fortiori inference: And just as in a place where the part of the blood 
that went inside the Sanctuary disqualifies the rest of the blood that 
is outside in the courtyard, and yet intent to present the blood inside 
the Sanctuary does not disqualify the offering, so too, in a place where 
the part of the blood that went outside the courtyard does not dis- 
qualify the rest of the blood that is inside the courtyard, is it not logi- 
cal that intent to present the blood outside the courtyard does not 
disqualify the offering? 


The Gemara answers that the verse states: “And if it be eaten at all on 
the third day, it is piggul; it shall not be accepted,” and the Sages inter- 
preted this verse as follows: “On the third day” is referring to intent to 
perform its rites beyond its designated time;" “it is piggul” is referring 
to intent to perform its rites outside its designated area. 


A baraita teaches: The meat of offerings that left its designated area 
and was taken to a place that is outside its designated area for consump- 
tion, which is outside the wall of Jerusalem in the case of offerings of 
lesser sanctity and outside the wall of the Temple courtyard in the case 
of offerings of the most sacred order, is disqualified from being eaten. 
By contrast, meat of offerings that entered inside the Sanctuary is not 
disqualified and remains fit to be eaten. 


One might have thought that it should be derived based on a logical 
inference that this meat is disqualified, as follows: And just as in a 
place where the part of the blood that went outside the courtyard 
does not disqualify the rest of the blood that remained inside the 
courtyard, yet meat that leaves and is taken outside the courtyard is 
disqualified, so too, in a place where the part of the blood that went 
inside the Sanctuary disqualifies the rest of the blood that is outside 
the Sanctuary, is it not right that meat that enters the Sanctuary 
should be disqualified? 


The baraita explains that one does not derive this inference, as the verse 
states: “And any sin offering, whereof any of the blood is brought 
into the Tent of Meeting to atone in the Sanctuary, shall not be eaten” 
(Leviticus 6:23), which indicates that the blood of an offering that is 
brought inside is disqualified, but not meat that enters the Sanctuary. 


The baraita continues: From now, as it has been established that the 
meat of offerings that is brought inside the Sanctuary is not disqualified, 
one can suggest an a fortiori inference: And just as in a place where 
blood that went inside the Sanctuary disqualifies the blood that 
remained outside in the courtyard, and yet meat that enters the Sanc- 
tuary" is fit, therefore, in a place where the blood that went outside 
the courtyard does not disqualify the blood that is inside the court- 
yard, is it not logical that meat that left and was taken outside the 
courtyard should be fit? 


The Gemara explains that one does not derive this a fortiori inference, 
as the verse states: “And you shall not eat any flesh that is torn of 
beasts in the field” (Exodus 22:30)." The apparently superfluous term 
“in the field” teaches a general halakha: Once meat has left and been 
removed outside of its boundary, i.e., the area in which it is permitted 
to consume it, it has become prohibited. 
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NOTES 


The place where improper intent disqualifies the 
offering must be triply functional, etc. - xPw Dipa 
3) whwn: See 29a for other explanations of this 
statement. 


Third, beyond its designated time, etc. - yin why 
^a) saath: This is not the same mention of “third” tha 
was expounded earlier with regard to the requiremen 
that the place of the disqualifying intent must be triply 
functional for the presenting of the blood, for the eat- 
ing of the meat, and for the burning of the sacrificia 
portions. That term “third” appears in Leviticus 19:7. 
Rather, this mention of “third” is from Leviticus 7:18. 
This exposition is in accordance with the opinion o 
Rabba and Rava on 28a-b that Leviticus 7:18 is refer- 
ring to both the disqualification of intent beyond its 
designated time and the disqualification of inten 
outside its designated area. By contrast, according to 
the opinion of Abaye, Leviticus 7:18 is referring only to 
intent beyond its designated time, whereas the dis- 
qualification of intent outside the offerings designated 
area is the subject of Leviticus 19:7. 


HALAKHA 
Meat that enters the Sanctuary — oa DIDI Wa: 
If meat of offerings of the most sacred order entered 
the Sanctuary, it is fit (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hil- 
khot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 11:7 and Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 2:17). 


Flesh that is torn of beasts in the field - mwa wwa 
Taw: Meat of offerings of the most sacred order that 
was taken outside the wall of the Temple courtyard, 
and meat of offerings of lesser sanctity that was 
taken outside the wall of Jerusalem, are disqualified 
and may not be eaten. Even if the meat was returned 
to its proper place it may not be eaten, and one 
who consumes an olive-bulk of it is liable to be 
flogged for violating the prohibition: “And you shall 
not eat any flesh that is torn of beasts in the field,” 
which applies to any meat that is taken outside its 
designated area (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HaKorbanot 11:6). 
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HALAKHA 


A tenant, this is referring to a Hebrew slave who has 
been acquired as a permanent acquisition - m awin 
oiy pap 2p: It is prohibited for a non-priest to partake 
of teruma, even if he is a temporary or permanent worker 
of a priest. A Hebrew slave is similar to these workers with 
regard to this halakha. This is the opinion of the Rambam, 
which is not in accordance with the Gemara here, as it 
explains that a tenant is a Hebrew slave who has been 
acquired as a permanent acquisition (Rambam Sefer 
Zera'im, Hilkhot Terumot 6:5, and see Mahari Kurkus there). 


BACKGROUND 


Permanent acquisition — oiy Pap: A Hebrew slave is an 
adult male Jew who becomes the slave of another Jew. A 
Jew enters slavery if he is unable to make restitution for 
his theft (see Exodus 22:2), or if he becomes impoverished 
and chooses to sell himself and seek relief from his poverty 
(see Leviticus 25:39). A Hebrew slave sold by the court 
goes free after serving his master for six years (see Exodus 
21:2). After his six-year term, should the slave sold by the 
court wish to remain with his master and with his wife, a 
Canaanite maidservant provided by his master, he endures 
a ceremonial rite involving the piercing of his ear (Exodus 
21:5-6). Afterward he remains a slave until the Jubilee Year 
or the death of his master. 

The Gemara refers to a slave who is employed for six 
years as: An acquisition of years, and to one who extends 
his service until the following Jubilee Year as: A permanent 
acquisition. Unlike a Canaanite slave, who is considered the 
property of his master and who may partake of teruma if 
his master is a priest, a Hebrew slave may not partake of 
teruma regardless of his type of slavery. 


Does not partake of teruma —bpix 4x: By Torah law, non- 
priests are generally not permitted to partake of teruma. 
Despite this, in certain cases relatives or dependents of 
priests may partake of teruma, even if they themselves 
are not priests. In these cases, an adult male priest confers 
the right to partake of teruma upon his wife, children, and 
slaves, and may feed teruma to his animals. Furthermore, 
the widow of a priest who is not the daughter of a priest 
is permitted to partake of teruma if she has children or 
grandchildren from her deceased husband. The surviving 
descendants of a priest enable not only their mother but 
also slaves whom she has inherited to continue to partake 
of teruma. 
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§ The Gemara returns to its discussion of the blood of a sin offer- 
ing that entered the Sanctuary. The Sages taught: It is stated that 
when Moses questioned Aaron as to why a sin offering was not 
consumed, he said: “Behold, its blood was not brought into the 
sacred place within” (Leviticus 10:18). This indicates that had the 
blood been brought within, Moses would have understood that 
the offering would have been disqualified and rendered prohibited 
for consumption. The baraita comments: I have derived only 
that the offering is disqualified if the blood is brought within, i.e., 
into the Holy of Holies; from where is it derived that the same 
applies if it was merely brought into the Sanctuary? The verse 
states: “Into the sacred place within,” and this sacred place is 
the Sanctuary. 


The Gemara questions this derivation: And let the verse state only 
“sacred place,” and it need not state “within.” Ifblood that entered 
the Sanctuary is already disqualified, this halakha certainly applies 
if it was brought farther inside, to the Holy of Holies. Rava says: 
This verse comes and teaches about that verse. In other words, had 
the verse stated only “sacred place,’ it would have been interpreted 
as referring to the Holy of Holies. The addition of “within” indicates 
that this sacred place is the Sanctuary, while the term “within” is 
referring to the Holy of Holies. The Gemara cites a similar example: 
This is just as it is with regard to a tenant and a hired worker. 


As it is taught in a baraita concerning teruma: The verse states: 


“A tenant of a priest or a hired worker shall not eat of the conse- 


crated” (Leviticus 22:10). “A tenant”; this is referring to a Hebrew 
slave who has been acquired as a permanent acquisition,” 
one who said he wishes to stay with his master. This slave has his 
ear pierced and he remains with his master until the Jubilee Year. 


ie., 


“A hired worker”; this is referring to a Hebrew slave who has been 


acquired for an acquisition of six years, the standard period of 
servitude for a Hebrew slave. 


The baraita asks: Let the verse say “tenant” and let it not say 


“hired worker,” and I would say: If one who is acquired as a 


permanent acquisition does not partake of his master’s, i.e., the 
priest’s, teruma, as despite his status as a slave he is not considered 
his master’s property, is it not all the more so logical that one 
who is acquired for an acquisition of six years should not be 
permitted to partake of teruma? 


The baraita answers: If so, that the verse were stated in this manner, 
I would say: “A tenant”; this is one who was acquired for an 
acquisition of six years, as the term itself is ambiguous, but one 
who was acquired as a permanent acquisition may partake of 
teruma. Therefore, the term “hired worker,’ which is certainly 
referring to one who is less permanent than a tenant, comes and 
teaches about the meaning of the term “tenant,” that this one was 
acquired as a permanent acquisition and that one was acquired 
for an acquisition of six years, and both this one and that one 
may not partake of teruma. Similar reasoning applies in the above 
case concerning the terms “sacred place” and “within.” 


Abaye said to Rava: Are these cases comparable? Granted, there, 
the tenant and the hired worker are two bodies. And this is signi- 
ficant, as even though the verse could have written explicitly 
that a pierced tenant may not partake of teruma, from which the 
halakha of a Hebrew slave for six years could have been inferred, 
and the other case, that ofa slave for six years, is therefore a matter 
that can be derived through an a fortiori inference, it need not 
be stated explicitly. Nevertheless, there is a principle: At times, 
with regard to a matter that can be derived through an a fortiori 
inference, the verse nevertheless takes the trouble and writes it 
explicitly. But here, the same blood enters the Holy of Holies via 
the Sanctuary, and once it is disqualified in the Sanctuary, why 
is it necessary for the verse to teach that this blood is disqualified 
when it enters the innermost sanctum, the Holy of Holies? 
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Rather, Abaye says: This mention of “within” is necessary only for 
a case where the blood entered the Holy of Holies not via the Sanctu- 
ary but in a roundabout manner, e.g., from the roof or the loft of the 
Holy of Holies, without having entered the Sanctuary. Rava said 
to Abaye: But an expression of bringing is written in the verse:" 


“Behold, its blood was not brought into the sacred place within,” 


which indicates a standard manner of bringing it into the Holy of 
Holies. Rather, Rava says: In any circumstance where the priest 
intended to bring the blood inside the innermost sanctum, it is not 
disqualified when it is only in the Sanctuary, and therefore it was 
necessary for the verse to teach both disqualifications. 


§ Rava raises a dilemma: With regard to the bull for an unwitting 
communal sin and the goat for a sin of idol worship, whose blood 
should be presented in the Sanctuary, if it occurred that the priest 
brought their blood into the innermost sanctum," what is the 


halakha? 


Rava explains the sides of the dilemma: Do we say that since the 
verse states: “Into the sacred place within” (Leviticus 10:18) as a 
single phrase, and therefore anywhere that we read a prohibition 
against bringing the blood “into the sacred place,’ i.e., that the blood 
is disqualified by being brought into the Sanctuary, we also read a 
prohibition against bringing the blood “within,” i.e., that it is likewise 
disqualified when it is brought into the Holy of Holies; but any- 
where that we do not read a prohibition against bringing the blood 
“into the sacred place,” such as with regard to these offerings, whose 
blood is supposed to be brought into the Sanctuary, we do not read 
a prohibition against bringing the blood “within” the Holy of Holies? 
Or perhaps, since in any event the Holy of Holies is not the proper 
place for the blood of these offerings, it is disqualified. 


And if you say that the Holy of Holies is not the proper place for 
the blood of these offerings and they are therefore disqualified, 
one can raise another dilemma: In the case of the bull and goat of 
Yom Kippur," where the High Priest sprinkled from their blood 
on the staves of the Ark, as required (see Leviticus 16:14), and he 
brought their remaining blood out to the Sanctuary and subse- 
quently brought it in again to the Holy of Holies, what is the hala- 
kha? Is the blood disqualified by this improper second entrance into 
the Holy of Holies? 


Rava explains the sides of the question: Do we say that it is its place, 
as the High Priest is supposed to bring this blood into the Holy 
of Holies on Yom Kippur at some point? Or perhaps one should 
say that since the High Priest has performed the mitzva and the 
blood has been brought out, it has been brought out, and the Holy 
of Holies is no longer considered its place. 


And if you say that since the blood has been brought out, it has been 
brought out, one can raise another dilemma: If the High Priest 
sprinkled from their blood on the Sanctuary Curtain 


An expression of bringing is written in the verse — 7x37 
a Ina: Blood of an external sin offering that was brought 
inside the Sanctuary is disqualified. This applies only if it was 
brought inside the Sanctuary in the normal manner. If it was 
brought through a side door or via a window or the roof it is 
not disqualified, as stated by Rava (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 


Pesulei HaMukdashin 2:13). 


That the priest brought their blood into the innermost 
sanctum — ah) pb 27 DT: With regard to the blood 
of a bull brought as a communal sin offering or of a goat sac- 
rificed for the communal sin of idol worship, which should be 
sprinkled inside the Sanctuary, if it was brought inside the Holy 
of Holies it is disqualified (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 


HaMukdashin 2:14). 


HALAKHA 


The bull and goat of Yom Kippur - o15°57 Di’ by yyw 7s: 

With regard to the blood of the bull and the goat of Yom Kip- 
pur, which is brought inside the Holy of Holies on Yom Kippur, 
if the High Priest sprinkled some of the blood inside the Holy 
of Holies and then took it out before bringing it back in, the 
blood is disqualified and he may not complete its sprinkling in 
the Holy of Holies. Following his principle, the Rambam rules 
in accordance with the opinion that is accepted as the basis 
of the Gemara's question introduced with the phrase: And if 
you say. Nevertheless, he explains Rava’s inquiry as referring 

to the disqualification of continuing the sprinklings inside the 
Holy of Holies, as indicated by the wording: Since the blood 

has been brought out it has been brought out, i.e., the High 

Priest may not continue the service inside the Holy of Holies 
(Mahari Kurkus). The Ra’avad disagrees with the Rambam'ss inter- 
pretation of the Gemara (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 2:14). 
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Perek VIII 
Daf 83 Amuda 


HALAKHA 


We call it going out — ma xPIP ANY»: If the High Priest 
completed the sprinklings in “the Holy ‘of Holies with the 
blood of the bull and goat of Yom Kippur, and he brought 
the remainder of the blood out to the Sanctuary and per- 
formed some of the requisite sprinkling there, at which 
point he took the remainder of the blood outside the Sanc- 
tuary and then brought it back inside, he may not complete 
the sprinklings in the Sanctuary. The reason is that since the 
blood has left its designated area it is disqualified. 

The Rambam rules stringently with regard to the unre- 
solved dilemma in the Gemara, as it concerns an uncertainty 
involving Torah law. It should be noted that the Rambam 
explains Rava's dilemma as referring to disqualification not 
due to improper entry but due to going out, as indicated 
by the wording of the Gemara: We call it going out. The 
Ra'avad and other commentaries disagree with the Ram- 
bam's interpretation of the Gemara (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 2:14). 


BACKGROUND 


Shall stand [teiku] - 179M: Various explanations have been 
suggested for the etymology of this term. One explanation 
is that the word is an abbreviated version of tikom, meaning: 
Let it stand. Another is that its source is the word tik, a case 
or pouch, whose contents are unknown; the resolution is 
as unknown as though it were hidden inside a case (Arukh). 
Although not the literal meaning, some raise the sugges- 
tion that the term alludes to an acronym of the phrase: 
The Tishbite, i.e., Elijah the prophet, will resolve questions 
and dilemmas (Tosefot Yom Tov). This last idea refers to the 
belief that when Elijah returns to announce the advent of 
the Messiah, he will also reveal the solutions to outstanding 
halakhic difficulties. 
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and then brought out the blood to the golden altar in the Sanctu- 
ary and sprinkled the blood there, as required (see Leviticus 16:18), 
but subsequently brought the remainder of the blood in toward 
the Curtain dividing the Sanctuary from the Holy of Holies, what 
is the halakha? 


Rava explains the sides of the dilemma: Do we say that here the 
area of the Curtain and the golden altar is certainly one place, as 
they are both in the Sanctuary, and therefore the blood should 
not be disqualified by being brought back toward the Curtain? 
Or perhaps, since we call the taking of the blood to the golden 
altar: Going out," in the verse: “And he shall go out unto the altar” 
(Leviticus 16:18), its return to the Curtain should be considered 
bringing in, and therefore the blood should be disqualified? No 
answers were found, and therefore the Gemara states that these 
dilemmas shall stand’ unresolved. 


§ The mishna teaches that the Sages disagree as to the halakha in 
a case where the priest carrying the blood of a sin offering whose 
blood placement is on the external altar entered the Sanctuary to 
atone through sprinkling, but in practice the priest did not actually 
sprinkle the blood. According to Rabbi Eliezer the blood is dis- 
qualified, whereas Rabbi Shimon maintains that the blood is dis- 
qualified only if the priest sprinkles it in the Sanctuary. Concerning 
this, it is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Eliezer says: It is stated 
here: “And any sin offering, whereof any of the blood is brought 
into the Tent of Meeting to atone in the Sanctuary, shall not be 
eaten” (Leviticus 6:23), and it is stated there, with regard to the 
service of the High Priest on Yom Kippur: “And there shall be no 
man in the Tent of Meeting when he goes in to atone in the 
Sanctuary, until he comes out” (Leviticus 16:17). 


Rabbi Eliezer explains: Just as there, with regard to Yom Kippur, 
the phrase “when he goes in to atone’ is referring to the stage when 
he has not yet atoned, so too here, with regard to the disqualifica- 
tion of blood brought inside the Sanctuary, the phrase “to atone in 
the Sanctuary” is referring to a situation where the blood enters the 
Sanctuary at a time when the priest has not yet atoned. 


» 


Conversely, Rabbi Shimon says: It is stated here: “To atone 
(Leviticus 6:23), and it is stated there, with regard to the conclu- 
sion of the service on Yom Kippur: “And the bull of the sin offer- 
ing and the goat of the sin offering, whose blood was brought in 
to atone in the Sanctuary, shall be taken outside the camp, and they 
shall burn in the fire” (Leviticus 16:27). Just as there, the phrase “to 
atone” is referring to the stage when he has already atoned, as the 
bull and goat of Yom Kippur are burned after their blood has been 
sprinkled, so too here, the phrase “to atone” is referring to a situa- 
tion where he has already atoned, whereas merely bringing the 
blood into the Sanctuary does not disqualify it. 


The Gemara inquires: With regard to what principle do Rabbi 
Eliezer and Rabbi Shimon disagree? The Gemara explains that one 
Sage, Rabbi Eliezer, holds that one derives a case of outside, i.e., 
the blood ofa sin offering whose blood placement is on the external 
altar, which may not be brought inside the Sanctuary, from another 
prohibition of outside, the prohibition against entering the Sanctu- 
ary; but one does not derive a case of outside from the bull and 
goat of Yom Kippur, whose blood is brought inside the Sanctuary. 


And one Sage, Rabbi Shimon, holds that one derives a halakha 
involving an animal, i.e., a sin offering whose blood placement is 
on the external altar, from another halakha involving an animal, 
the bull and goat of Yom Kippur; but one does not derive a case 
of an animal from a prohibition involving a person. 
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§ The mishna teaches that Rabbi Yehuda says: If the priest took 
the blood into the Sanctuary unwittingly, the blood remains fit 
for presentation. The Gemara infers: But if his taking of the 
blood into the Sanctuary was intentional, it is disqualified." The 
Gemara analyzes this halakha: Is the blood disqualified only in 
a case where he took the blood into the Sanctuary and atoned, 
by sprinkling it inside the Sanctuary, as claimed by Rabbi Eliezer 
in the mishna; or even ina case where he took the blood in and 
did not yet atone," in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Shimon? 


Rabbi Yirmeya said that one can cite a proof from a baraita: 
From the fact that it is stated with regard to the Yom Kippur 
service: “And the bull of the sin offering and the goat of the 
sin offering, whose blood was brought in to atone in the Sanc- 
tuary, shall be taken outside the camp, and they shall burn in the 
fire their skins, and their flesh, and their dung; and he who burns 
them shall wash his clothes” (Leviticus 16:27-28), one can ask 
the following question: Why must the verse state: “And he who 
burns”? 


The Gemara interrupts its citation of the baraita to question its 
line of inquiry. Why must the verse state: “And he who burns”? 
One can answer that this term was necessary for itself, to teach 
that the one who burns the bull and goat of Yom Kippur is 
thereby rendered ritually impure. Rather, this is what the baraita 
is saying: Why must the verse state twice: “Sin offering,’ “sin 
offering,” with regard to the bull and the goat? It could have 


stated merely: And the bull and the goat of the sin offering. 


The baraita answers that if the term “sin offering” had appeared 
only once, we would have learned only with regard to the bull 
and the goat of Yom Kippur that are burned in the place of 
the ashes” that they render ritually impure the garments of the 
one who carries them. From where is it derived that the same 
applies to other sin offerings that are burned? The verse states: 

“Sin offering,” “sin offering,” twice, to include all sin offerings 
that are burned. This the statement of Rabbi Yehuda. 


Rabbi Meir says: This derivation from the repeated mention of 
sin offering is not necessary. Now consider, the verse states: 

“And the bull of the sin offering and the goat of the sin offer- 
ing...shall be taken outside the camp.’ As there is no need for 
the verse to state with regard to these offerings: “Whose blood 
was brought in to atone in the Sanctuary,” why must the verse 
nevertheless state: “To atone”? This teaches with regard to all 
offerings that atone inside the Sanctuary that one who burns 
them" renders his garments impure. 


The Gemara notes: And Rabbi Yehuda does not learn anything 
from the term “to atone.” What is the reason for this? Is it not 
because he requires this phrase for a verbal analogy,’ to derive 
that the blood of an external sin offering that was taken inside 
the Sanctuary is disqualified only if the priest sprinkled it, in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon? This answers the 
Gemara’s question, as Rabbi Yehuda evidently follows the 
opinion of Rabbi Shimon. 


NOTES 


But if his taking of the blood into the Sanctuary was 
intentional it is disqualified —bips Pra NT: Rashi appar- 
ently had a version of the text that omits this statement. 
According to that version, the Gemara’s question: Is the 
blood disqualified only in a case where he took the blood 
in and atoned or even in a case where he took the blood 
in and did not yet atone, is referring to a situation where 
the priest brought the blood in unwittingly, not to a case 
where he did so intentionally. Some commentaries explain 
the Rambam’s ruling in light of this version of the text 
(Mahari Kurkus). 


HALAKHA 


In a case where he atoned or even in a case where he 
did not yet atone - 393 sowa ix 392W2: In a case where 
a priest brought the blood of a standard sin offering into 
the Sanctuary in order to sprinkle it and effect atonement 
with it, but did not do so and instead brought it out again 
without sprinkling it inside at all, if he brought it in unwit- 
tingly it is fit and he may sprinkle it outside in the Temple 
courtyard, as he did not effect atonement in the Sanctuary. 
The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda in the mishna on 36a (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 2:15, and see Mahari Kurkus there). 


This teaches with regard to all offerings that atone 

inside the Sanctuary that one who burns them, etc. — 
yp pwn organ bs by wah: With regard to all sin 

offerings that are burned, whether bulls or goats, the gar- 
ments of the one who burns them are rendered ritually 

impure (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Para Aduma 5:4). 


BACKGROUND 


Place of the ashes — pġ mya: This was a place outside 
Jerusalem where the ashes from the altar were deposited. 
The Yom Kippur sin offerings and other sin offerings that 
were not eaten were burned there. 


Verbal analogy — Mw mP: This is a fundamental talmu- 
dic principle of biblical interpretation, appearing in all 
standard lists of exegetical principles. If the same word or 
phrase appears in two places in the Torah, and a certain 
halakha is explicitly stated in one of these places, one may 
infer on the basis of a verbal analogy that the same halakha 
applies in the other case as well. 

The inferences drawn on the basis of verbal analogy 
rely on verbal identity rather than conceptual similarity. 
For example, the Torah states concerning those convicted 
of certain types of sorcery that they “Shall be put to death; 
they shall stone them with stones; their blood shall be 
upon them” (Leviticus 20:27). Since this verse uses the 
expression: “Their blood shall be upon them,’ when speak- 
ing of death by stoning, the Talmud infers by verbal anal- 
ogy that in all cases where this expression is used, capital 
punishment is to be inflicted by stoning. 

Generally, inferences are drawn through verbal anal- 
ogy only if the same word or phrase appears in both of 
the verses being compared, although a verbal analogy 
is occasionally drawn even if the words being compared 
are not identical, provided that their meanings are similar. 
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This chapter dealt with a wide variety of situations, which can be subsumed under 
the broad category of mixtures of consecrated items. 


First, the chapter discussed the intermingling of animals. If sacrificial animals became 
intermingled with animals from which it is prohibited to derive benefit, e.g., sin 
offerings that were rendered unfit and are left to die or an ox that was sentenced to be 
stoned, all of the animals in the mixture must die. They are not sacrificed, as an animal 
is considered too significant to be nullified in a mixture. If an animal prohibited to be 
sacrificed on the altar became intermingled with offerings, they are all left to graze 
until they become unfit for sacrifice, and then they are sold. From the money received, 
the owner must bring another offering of the same type as the offering that became 
intermingled, and it must be equal in value to the highest-quality animal that was in 
the mixture. If sacrificial animals were intermingled with unblemished non-sacred 
animals, the non-sacred animals should be sold for the purpose of purchasing offer- 
ings of the same type as the offering with which they were intermingled, and all of 
the animals are sacrificed. 


In a case where sacrificial animals were intermingled, if they were all the same type 
of offering, each should be sacrificed for the sake of whoever is its owner, despite 
the fact that the owners do not know which animals are theirs. If the animals were 
designated for different offerings, e.g., a burnt offering and a peace offering, they are 
not sacrificed; rather, they are left to graze until they develop a blemish and thereby 
become unfit for sacrifice, and then they are sold. From the money received, the 
owner brings one type of each offering he originally intended to bring equal in value 
to the higher-quality animal between them, and he forfeits the difference between 
the value of the lower- and higher-quality animals from his own assets. This halakha 
applies even if the offerings that were intermingled are eaten, e.g., a peace offering 
with a guilt offering. It is not permitted to sacrifice them and treat them both like 
the more stringent of the pair, as one may not reduce the time available for eating 
the peace offering. 


If a sacrificial animal was intermingled with a firstborn offering or an animal tithe 
offering, which cannot be redeemed, they are left to graze until they become unfit 
and are then eaten in accordance with the halakhot of a firstborn offering or animal 
tithe offering. The other sacrificial animal in the mixture must first be desacralized 
by means of another animal, on the assumption that it was the higher-quality animal 
in the mixture. 


Apropos the discussion about mixtures of consecrated animals, the Gemara analyzed 
various other mixtures of prohibited and permitted items and establishes principles 
with regard to the nullification of prohibited items in mixtures with permitted ones. 


Summary of 
Perek VIII 
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Although by Torah law a prohibited item is always nullified in a majority, the Sages 
determined that any significant prohibited item, including a living animal, that is 
mixed with permitted items of the same type, renders the entire mixture prohibited 
in any ratio. Likewise, a prohibited item that is counted cannot be nullified in a 
mixture, although the Sages disagree whether this principle applies to any item 
whose manner is also to be counted, i.e., that is sometimes sold by unit, rather than 
by weight or volume, or if it applies only to an item whose manner is exclusively to 
be counted, i.e., that is always sold by unit. 


Even with regard to mixtures of living animals or other significant items that are not 
nullified, since such mixtures are prohibited by rabbinic law, not by Torah law, the 
Sages were lenient in a case where one of the animals separated from the rest. In 
such a situation that animal is permitted, as it is assumed that the prohibited animal 
remained with the majority. Here too, the early commentaries formulated principles 
for various cases, e.g., whether the animal was separated intentionally or by itself; 
whether this occurred in the presence of people or not; and whether all the animals 
left their previous location and at that stage some separated from the rest of the pack. 


With regard to a mixture of portions of offerings, it is not permitted to sacrifice all 
the portions together and to consider the prohibited portions as though they were 
wood. Similarly, in the case of blood, if blood that is to be placed above the red line 
of the altar was mixed with blood that is to be placed below the red line, the priest 
may not place all the blood above the line and consider the blood that belongs below 
as though it were water. 


In a case where the blood of an offering became mixed with water, even where the 
water forms the majority, if the mixture has the appearance of blood it is fit to be 
presented on the altar. This applies if the water fell into the container of blood, but if 
it was the blood that fell into the water, the blood is nullified even if there is eventually 
more blood than water. If the blood became mixed with wine, or with the blood of 
a non-sacred animal, the wine or non-sacred blood is considered as though it were 
water. In a case where the blood was mixed with the blood of disqualified offerings 
or with the blood of exudate, both of which are unfit for the altar, the Sages decreed 
that blood from this mixture should not be presented on the altar. Nevertheless, if 
the priest did not consult the authorities but went ahead and presented the blood 
on the altar, it is fit if the ratio was such that if the unfit blood were water the mixture 
would still have had the appearance of blood. 


Concerning mixtures of blood from different offerings, the conclusions were as fol- 
lows: If blood ofan offering that is to be placed on the altar with one placement was 
mixed with the blood of another offering that is to be placed on the altar with one 
placement, the blood of the mixture should be placed with one placement. If blood 
that is to be placed with four placements was mixed with blood that is to be placed 
with four placements, the blood should be placed with four placements. In a case 
where blood that is to be placed with four placements was mixed with blood that is 
to be placed with one placement, the blood should be placed with one placement. 


With regard to a mixture of blood that is to be taken inside the Sanctuary and blood 
that is to be presented on the external altar, the blood should be poured into the 
Temple courtyard drain ab initio. Nevertheless, the blood that belongs inside is 
not disqualified if only part of it is placed on the external altar. The Sages disagree 
concerning the halakha of the blood that is supposed to be presented on the external 
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altar, and it was determined that only the blood of a sin offering is disqualified if it 
was brought inside the Sanctuary. 


Incidental to the mention of external sin offerings, which are disqualified when their 
blood is brought into the Sanctuary, the Gemara discussed various other details of 
this case. If the blood was taken in with the intent to atone with it, i.e., to sprinkle 
it, that blood is disqualified. Conversely, if the priest brought the blood inside the 
Sanctuary unwittingly, it is not disqualified. 
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Seven days you shall make atonement for the altar, 
and sanctify it; so shall the altar be most holy; what- 
ever touches the altar shall be sacred. 


(Exodus 29:37) 


Command Aaron and his sons, saying: This is the law 
of the burnt offering: It is the burnt offering on the 
pyre upon the altar all night until the morning; and 
the fire of the altar shall be kept burning there. 


(Leviticus 6:2) 


Following the previous chapter's focus on the halakhot of disqualified sacrificial offer- 
ings that were intermingled with fit offerings, this chapter will discuss the halakhot 
of disqualified offerings that were improperly offered up on the altar. 


The Sages derived from the Torah that the altar sanctifies items that are fit for it, to 
the extent that even if they have been disqualified and may not ascend the altar, if 
they did ascend they shall not descend. In addition, the Sages received a tradition 
that not only does the external altar sanctify items fit for it, the inner golden altar also 
sanctifies those items fit for it. The majority of the chapter will be devoted to defining 
which items are considered fit such that they shall not descend if they ascended upon 
the altar, and which items shall descend. 


A number of questions will arise with regard to sacrificial offerings that are fit for the 
altar. Among them is the question of whether or not there is any distinction between 
a sacrificial offering and the accompanying libations. If one is disqualified does the 
other remain fit, or are they both disqualified? 


Another uncertainty with regard to this halakha is the status of a disqualified offering 
that shall not descend from the altar if it ascended, but which did in fact descend: Is it 
returned to the altar or not? Likewise, what is the halakha with regard to fit offerings 
that descended from the altar? 


The Sages also derived from the Torah that the Temple's service vessels sanctify that 
which is fit for them. With regard to these vessels as well there are various points 
to clarify, e.g., which items are sanctified by the service vessels, and whether there 
is a distinction between different types of vessels, such as those used for dry items, 
those used for liquids, those used for measuring, and those used in preparation for 
the Temple service. 


These are some of the issues that this chapter will discuss at length. 


Introduction to 
Perek IX 
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Perek IX 
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MI SHN A Certain unfit items, once they have been 


placed on the altar, are nevertheless sacri- 
ficed. The mishna teaches: The altar sanctifies only items that are 
suited to it. The tanna’im disagree as to the definition of suited for 
the altar. 


Rabbi Yehoshua says: Any item that is suited to be consumed 
by the fire" on the altar, e.g., burnt offerings and the sacrificial 
portions of other offerings, which are burned on the altar, if it 
ascended upon the altar, even if it is disqualified from being sacri- 
ficed ab initio, it shall not descend. Since it was sanctified by its 
ascent upon the altar, it is sacrificed upon it, as it is stated: “It is 
the burnt offering on the pyre" upon the altar” (Leviticus 6:2), 
from which it is derived: Just as with regard to a burnt offering, 
which is suited to be consumed by the fire on the altar, if it 
ascended it shall not descend, so too, with regard to any item 
that is suited to be consumed by the fire on the altar, ifit ascended 
it shall not descend. 


Rabban Gamliel says: With regard to any item that is suited to 
ascend upon the altar, even if it is not typically consumed, if it 
ascended, it shall not descend, even ifit is disqualified from being 
sacrificed ab initio, as it is stated: “It is the burnt offering on the 
pyre upon the altar,’ from which it is derived: Just as with regard 
toa burnt offering, which is fit for the altar, ifit ascended it shall 
not descend, so too, any item that is fit for the altar, ifit ascended 
it shall not descend. 


The mishna comments: The difference between the statement of 
Rabban Gamliel and the statement of Rabbi Yehoshua is only 
with regard to disqualified blood and disqualified libations," 
which are not consumed by the fire but do ascend upon the altar, 
as Rabban Gamliel says: They shall not descend, as they are fit 
to ascend upon the altar, and Rabbi Yehoshua says: They shall 
descend, as they are not burned on the altar. 


Rabbi Shimon says: Whether the offering" was fit and the 
accompanying libations were unfit, e.g., if they became ritually 
impure or they were brought outside their designated area, or 
whether the libations were fit and the offering was unfit, render- 
ing the accompanying libations unfit as well, and even if both this 
and that were unfit, the offering shall not descend, as it was 
sanctified by the altar, but the libations shall descend. 


It is the burnt offering on the pyre — 771 by bya KT: 
Rashi understands that Rabbi Yehoshua’s opinion is based on 
in the verse, whereby the verse means to add 
that any item that ascends upon the pyre must remain upon 
the altar and may not descend from it. Accordingly, Rabban 
Gamliel understands the verse as adding any item that is 
suited to the altar. Josafot raise the difficulty that the Gemara 
in a verse serves to limit, and not 
expand, a particular derivation of the halakha from a verse. 
serves as a limitation of the 
scope of what may remain on the altar. The previous part of 
t his is the law of the burnt offering” (Leviticus 
6:2). The word for burnt offering, ola, literally means: That which 
ascends, so that the verse can be understood to include any 


the word “it” 


itself (84a) states that “it” 
Tosafot therefore explain that “it” 


he verse states: “TI 


nd Likkutei Halakhot). 


item that ascends upon the altar. The subsequent word “it” 
serves to limit the prohibition against removal of items from 
the altar, to items that are suited to the altar (see zon Kodashim 
a 


Blood and libations — 0'393 0777: The blood is presented on 
the wall of the altar, and the remaining blood is poured over 
the base of the altar. The libations are poured either over the 
base or into holes situated in the southwest corner of the altar 


NOTES 


(see Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 2:1, and 
Ra‘avad and other commentaries there). 


Rabbi Shimon says, etc. — "131 Vaix iyaw +27: Burnt offerings 
and peace offerings are always accompanied by libations (see 
Numbers 15:1-12). Since these libations serve as additions to 
the offering they accompany, in a case where an offering is dis- 
qualified, its libations would be disqualified as well. In Rambam’s 
Commentary on the Mishna it is explained that Rabbi Shimon 
agrees with Rabbi Yehoshua that only those items meant for 
burning on the pyre shall not descend. Therefore, libations that 
became disqualified shall descend, as they are poured, not 
burned. Rabbi Shimon adds that even libations that became 
disqualified solely on account of their connection to a disquali- 
fied offering shall descend from upon the altar. 

According to Rashi, Rabbi Shimon follows Rabban Gamliel’s 
opinion that any item fit to ascend upon the altar shall not 
descend once it has ascended. Rabbi Shimon understands 
this halakha as pertaining only to the offerings themselves 
and not to the libations brought in addition to those offerings. 
Accordingly, libations that are not offered as an addition but 
as an independent offering shall not descend from the altar 
(see Keren Ora). 


HALAKHA 


Any item that is suited to be consumed by the fire, etc. - 
^D px meta: Any item that is suited to be consumed 
by the fire upon the altar, if it ascended upon the altar it shal 
not descend, as the verse states: “Whatever touches the altar 
shall be sacred” (Exodus 29:37). One might have though 
that even items that are not suited for consumption by the 
fire shall not descend. Therefore, the verse states: “It is the 
burnt offering on the pyre” (Leviticus 6:2), indicating tha 
just as with regard to a burnt offering, which is suited to be 
consumed by the fire on the altar, if it ascended it shall no 
descend, so too, any item that is suited to be consumed 
by the fire on the altar, if it ascended it shall not descend. 
Rambam rules in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehoshua, since Rabbi Akiva and Rabbi Yosei HaGelili (83b), 
as well as Rabbi Shimon, disagree with Rabban Gamliel 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 3:3 and 
Kesef Mishne there). 


The offering, etc. — 131 Natt: If a disqualified offering or 
disqualified libations ascended upon the altar, the offering 
shall not descend and the libations shall descend. This is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, who rules in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua that only 
items meant for consumption by the fire shall not descend 
from the altar (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMuk- 
dashin 3:14 and Kesef Mishne there). 
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Perek IX 
Daf 83 Amud b 


HALAKHA 
To exclude handfuls — psap nya: With regard to the 
handful of a meal offering that was not sanctified in a ser- 
vice vessel, and all other items forbidden to ascend upon 
the altar, if they ascended they shall descend, as they were 
never suited to be placed on the altar in the first place 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 3:5). 


Sacrificial portions of offerings of lesser sanctity — 
rp DTR °K: The sacrificial portions of offerings of 
lesser sanctity that ascended upon the altar before the 
presentation of the offering’s blood shall not descend, as 
they have become the bread of the altar (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 3:12). 


To restore any parts that were dislodged - pra) 
pypis: Limbs that were dislodged from the altar are 
returned to it if they have not been entirely consumed, 
even if they became dislodged after midnight (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 6:3). 


BACKGROUND 

Offerings of lesser sanctity — rp Dw tp: This category is 
made up of the various types of individual peace offerings: 
The thanks offering, the nazirite’s ram, the male firstborn 
of a kosher animal, the animal tithes, and the Paschal 
lamb. These offerings may be slaughtered anywhere in 
the Temple courtyard. With the exception of the thanks 
offering, the nazirite’s ram, and the Paschal lamb, they may 
be eaten during a period of two days and the interven- 
ing night from the time they were sacrificed. They may 
be eaten by the priests and their wives, children, and 
slaves, and, with the exception of the firstborn offering, 
by the people bringing the sacrifices and any ritually pure, 
circumcised individual that they invite. There is no need 
o consume them within the Temple premises; however, 
hey must be eaten within the walls of Jerusalem. 

The prohibition against misuse of consecrated property 
applies only to those portions of offerings consumed on 
he altar and only after the blood has been sprinkled on 
he altar. 
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Handfuls of flour that were not sanctified by being placed 
in a service vessel — pa wp Kow pyigp: A suitable meal 
offering is prepared in the following manner: Flour is first placed 
in a service vessel, whereupon a priest removes a handful from 
the flour and places it in a second service vessel, which sancti- 
fies it for burning upon the altar. 


Sacrificial portions of offerings of lesser sanctity - 117% 
rp Dw TP: Such portions are not considered to be the portion 
of the Most High until after the offering’s blood has been pre- 
sented, and until such time they are not subject to the halakhot 
of misuse of consecrated property (see Me'ila 7b). Despite this, 
if they ascended upon the altar, thereby becoming the bread 
of the altar (see Leviticus 3:11), they shall not descend from it. 
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G E M A The mishna teaches that the altar sanctifies 

items that are suited to it, from which the 
Gemara infers: Items suited to the altar, yes, they are sanctified by 
it, but items that are not suited to the altar, no, they are not sancti- 
fied by it and descend from it even after ascending. The Gemara asks: 
This inference serves to exclude what? Rav Pappa said: It serves to 
exclude handfuls" of flour that were removed from meal offerings 
by a priest in order to be burned on the altar, and that were not 
sanctified by being placed in a service vessel" before they ascended 
upon the altar. Those handfuls did not yet become suited for the 
altar and therefore shall descend. 


Ravina objects to Rav Pappa’s assertion: In what way is this case 
different from that of Ulla? As Ulla says: Sacrificial portions of 
offerings of lesser sanctity™" that one offered up on the altar 
before the sprinkling of the offering’s blood, and are therefore not 
yet suited for the altar, shall not descend, as they have become the 
bread of the altar, i.e., they have been sanctified such that they must 
be burned. 


The Gemara responds that there is a difference between the cases: 
These sacrificial portions described by Ulla do not lack the perfor- 
mance of an action with regard to themselves that will render them 

fit for the altar; they lack only the sprinkling of the blood, an inde- 
pendent action. By contrast, these handfuls mentioned by Rav 
Pappa lack the performance of an action with regard to themselves, 
as they have yet to be sanctified through placement in a service 

vessel and never became fit for the altar. 


Q The mishna teaches that Rabbi Yehoshua says: Any item that is 
suited to be consumed by the fire on the altar, if it ascended upon 
the altar it shall not descend, as it is stated: “It is the burnt offering 
on the pyre upon the altar” (Leviticus 6:2), from which it is derived 
that any item suited for burning on the altar shall not descend. The 
Gemara asks: And as for Rabban Gamliel also, who holds that any 
item suited for the altar, whether it is to be burned or not, shall not 
descend, isn’t it written in the verse: “Burnt offering on the pyre”? 
The Gemara responds: That verse comes to teach the mitzva to 
restore to the pyre any parts of the offering that were dislodged" 
from the pyre, and is not discussing unfit items at all. 


The Gemara asks: And the other tanna, Rabbi Yehoshua, from 
where does he derive the requirement to restore to the fire sacrifi- 
cial portions that were dislodged from it? The Gemara responds: 
He derives it from the verse: “That the fire has consumed" of the 

burnt offering on the altar” (Leviticus 6:3), indicating that items 

already partially consumed by the fire are restored to it even if they 
were dislodged from the pyre. 


NOTES 


To restore any parts that were dislodged — puis prams: 
Accordingly, the verse is not referring to the halakha that unfit 
items shall not descend from the altar once they have ascended, 
are fit but that were dis- 
lodged from the pyre; even though they have descended from 
the altar they must ascend again. Rashi explains that this is 
derived from the words “on the pyre,’ which is referring to items 
from it. 


but rather to sacrificial portions tha 


that were already on the pyre but fel 


From the verse: That the fire has consumed — ban WNI 
wri: This verse, which discusses the removal of the ashes, 
states: “And he shall remove the ashes that the fire has con- 
tar, and he shall put them 
beside the altar” Rashi notes that the phrase “that the fire has 


sumed of the burnt offering on the a 


consumed of the burnt offering on the altar” is seemingly 
superfluous, and explains that the verse can be interpreted 
as teaching that items that have already been consumed 
by the fire of the burnt offering, yet were dislodged from it, 
are returned to the altar. Others explain that while there is 
no explicit directive in the verse to return dislodged items to 
the altar, the verse states that those portions consumed by 
the fire of a burnt offering must remain on the fire, indicat- 
ing that if they fell from the fire, they must be returned to it. 
Accordingly, the portions discussed here are those that have 
not been entirely consumed, as the verse states: “The burn 
offering,’ which indicates that the portions maintain the status 
of a burnt offering (Rabbeinu Hillel and Rabbi Shimshon of 
Saens on Torat Kohanim). 


DADY avd yan KITI PTPN) 
ITD TAN NY IIA TAS Y 
MPI 931 INT NTP apy 
Spy ya weds vara v9 73 
Sy aya my wren DNA wx” 
pina Tins hiy aay -rnanan 

mip ray vin AN N) 


AY DYRY NBD IN? TPN) 
py nyy aay 


AD KTI bp anin Dba ay” 
Poan” DNJI a ywi +27) 
(XOYDA Y eva KITI 
- TPID AKTI T NTM WNP 

nam wip 


DN NPN "NaI" TPN) 
NDP AY ANTI CDT? TPA) 
AD ANT 877 SDT? TN WIT 

wis nyw 


PIN rnp. PHOT WE TPX 
nyw i? mya NIW XD = MINT 
nw 1 ana ed xaw x wis 

awian 


AD WI NRI MIN jyaw ray” 
= nye DK yaw 237 NAN 
ays aggy Ya mean TZW m3 
DDD wy? RY VAA PIT 3 

naa peat 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


The Gemara asks: And the other tanna, Rabban Gamliel, what 
does he derive from that verse? The Gemara responds: Rabban 
Gamliel requires that verse to derive that you return partially 
consumed parts of a burnt offering to the altar, but you do not 
return partially consumed parts of an incense’ offering" that fell 
from the golden altar. As Rabbi Hanina bar Minyumi, son of 
Rabbi Eliezer ben Yaakov, teaches that the verse “that the fire 
has consumed of the burnt offering on the altar” teaches that 
you return partially consumed parts of a burnt offering that fell 
from the pyre, but you do not return partially consumed parts of 
an incense offering that fell from the pyre. 


The Gemara asks: And the other tanna, Rabbi Yehoshua, from 
where does he derive this distinction? The Gemara responds: Can 
it not be learned by itself from the straightforward meaning of 
the verse that we restore partially consumed parts of a burnt 
offering to the altar? Therefore, there is no need for an additional 
verse, as both halakhot can be derived from the same verse. 


§ The mishna teaches that Rabban Gamliel says: With regard to 
any item that is suited to ascend upon the altar, even if it is not 
typically consumed, if it ascended, it shall not descend, even if it 
is disqualified from being sacrificed ab initio, as it is stated: “It is 
the burnt offering on the pyre upon the altar” (Leviticus 6:2). The 
Gemara asks: And according to Rabbi Yehoshua as well, isn’t it 
written: “Upon the altar,” and not merely: “On the pyre”? The 
Gemara responds: That term is required by Rabbi Yehoshua to 
teach: What is the reason the Merciful One states that any item 
that is suited for the pyre does not descend from the altar? It is 
because the altar sanctifies it. 


The Gemara asks: And the other tanna, Rabban Gamliel, from 
where does he derive that the altar sanctifies the items that ascend 
upon it? The Gemara responds: It is from the fact that the term 

“altar” is written another time, in the verse: “Whatever touches 
the altar shall be sacred” (Exodus 29:37). The Gemara asks: And 
the other tanna, Rabbi Yehoshua, why does he require two verses 
to teach the same halakha, i.e., that the altar sanctifies items that 
ascend upon it? The Gemara answers: One verse is necessary for 
a case where an item had a time of fitness for consumption by the 
fire and was then disqualified, e.g., it became ritually impure; and 
one verse is necessary for a case where an item did not havea time 
of fitness, e.g., an offering that became disqualified at the moment 
ofits slaughter. 


The Gemara asks: And the other tanna, Rabban Gamliel, why does 
he not require another verse to teach that even items that had 
no time of fitness shall not descend from the altar? The Gemara 
responds: Once there are disqualified items that the Merciful 
One included in the halakha that they shall not descend from the 
altar, it is no different if the item had a time of fitness and it is no 
different if the item did not have a time of fitness. 


§ The mishna teaches that Rabbi Shimon says: Whether the 
offering was fit and the accompanying libations were unfit, or 
whether the libations were fit and the offering was unfit, and even 
if both this and that were unfit, the offering shall not descend, but 
the libations shall descend. The Gemara elaborates: It is taught in 
a baraita that Rabbi Shimon says: The verse that teaches that fit 
items shall not descend from the altar states: “This is the law of the 


burnt offering: It is the burnt offering on the pyre upon the altar” 


(Leviticus 6:2). From there it is derived: Just as a burnt offering, 
which is an item that comes upon the altar for its own sake, shall 
not descend, so too, all items that come upon the altar for their 
own sake shall not descend. Excluded are libations, which come 
upon the altar for the sake of the offering, not for their own sake; 
these shall descend. 


BACKGROUND 


Incense — nvivp: The incense was a mixture of eleven ingre- 
dients in fixed proportions, which was burned each morning 
and each evening before sunset, on the golden altar inside the 
Sanctuary. As with all other offerings, some salt was added to 
the incense. An herb was added that would cause the smoke 
of the incense to rise in a vertical column. 

It is prohibited to prepare incense according to the Temple 
formula for use outside the Temple, and one who does so is 
liable to receive karet. 


Burning the incense in the Temple 


HALAKHA 
Consumed parts of an incense offering - nivy ay: 
Incense that was dislodged from the altar, even significant 
pieces of it, is not returned to the altar. This ruling is also in 


accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yannai in Menahot 26b 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 3:2). 
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§ The Gemara cites another baraita relating to the mishna. 
Rabbi Yosei HaGelili says: From that which is stated: “What- 
ever touches the altar shall be sacred” (Exodus 29:37), I would 
derive that the altar sanctifies any item that ascends upon it, 
whether it is fit for the altar or whether it is unfit. Therefore, 
the verse states: “Now this is that which you shall offer upon 
the altar: Two lambs” (Exodus 29:38), to teach: Just as lambs 
are fit for the altar and are sanctified by it, so too, all items fit for 
the altar are sanctified by it. Rabbi Akiva says that the verse 
states: “Burnt offering,” to teach: Just as a burnt offering is fit 
for the altar and is sanctified by it, so too, all items fit for the 
altar are sanctified by it. 


The Gemara asks: What is the practical difference between these 
opinions? Rav Adda bar Ahava said: The case of a disqualified 
bird burnt offering is the practical difference between them. 
One Sage, Rabbi Akiva, who cites the halakha from the term 

“burnt offering,” includes a disqualified bird burnt offering in 
the halakha that the offering shall not descend, as it is a burnt 
offering. And the other Sage, Rabbi Yosei HaGelili, who cites 
the halakha from the term “lambs,” does not include a disquali- 
fied bird burnt offering in the halakha, as it is not similar to a 
lamb. 


The Gemara asks: And according to the one who cites the 
halakha from the term “lambs,” isn’t it written: “Burnt offer- 
ing”? The Gemara answers: According to Rabbi Yosei HaGelili, 
if “lambs” had been written and “burnt offering” had not been 
written, I would say that even an animal that became disquali- 
fied and ascended upon the altar while alive shall not descend. 
Therefore, the Merciful One writes: “Burnt offering,” indicat- 
ing that this halakha applies only to animals once they are fit to 
ascend the altar. Live animals are not fit to ascend the altar. 


The Gemara continues: And according to the one who derives 
the halakha from “burnt offering,” isn’t it written: “Lambs”? 
The Gemara explains: According to Rabbi Akiva, if “burnt offer- 
ing” had been written and “lambs” had not been written, I 
would say that any item fit to ascend the altar is included in the 
halakha, even a meal offering. Therefore, the Merciful One 
writes: “Lambs,” indicating that this halakha applies only to 
animal offerings and bird offerings, not to meal offerings. 


The Gemara asks: What difference is there between the opin- 
ions of these tanna’im, Rabbi Yosei HaGelili and Rabbi Akiva, 
and the opinions of these tanna’im of the mishna? Rav Pappa 
said: The difference between them is with regard to handfuls 
of flour, removed from meal offerings, that were sanctified in a 
service vessel and were then disqualified. According to our 
tanna’im, i.e., those in the mishna here, those handfuls shall 
not descend, as they are fit for the altar and for consumption by 
the fire as well. According to the tanna’im of the baraita, those 
handfuls shall descend, as those tanna’im hold that the halakha 
applies only to animal offerings and bird offerings. 


Reish Lakish says in summary: With regard to a meal offering 
that comes by itself and does not accompany another offering, 
according to the statements of all of the tanna’im in the mishna, 
it shall not descend once it ascended, either because it is fit to 
be consumed by the fire, or because it comes by itself. According 
to the statements of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili and Rabbi Akiva, 


Rabbi Akiva says that the verse states: Burnt offering - °37 
aby Wai KIY: Rashi and other commentaries explain that 
Rabbi Akiva is referring to the verse discussing the daily burnt 
offering (see Exodus 29:42), which appears in the same passage 


NOTES 


Hillel in his commentary on Torat Kohanim, explain that Rabbi 
Akiva is referring to the burnt offering mentioned in Leviticus 
6:2, the same verse as that expounded by the tanna‘im of the 
mishna. 


as that cited by Rabbi Yosei HaGelili. Others, including Rabbeinu 
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even that meal offering shall descend, as it is not similar to lambs. 
With regard to a meal offering that comes with an animal offering, 
either a burnt offering or peace offering, according to the statements 
of Rabban Gamliel and Rabbi Yehoshua, it shall not descend, as 
it is meant for consumpion by the fire. According to the statements 
of everyone else, i.e., Rabbi Shimon and the tannai’im of the baraita, 
it shall descend, as it is neither offered by itself nor is it an animal. 


Reish Lakish continues: With regard to libations that come by them- 
selves," according to the statements of everyone, i.e., Rabbi Yosei 
HaGelili, Rabbi Akiva, and Rabbi Yehoshua, they shall descend, but 
according to the statements of Rabban Gamliel and Rabbi Shimon, 
they shall not descend. With regard to libations that come with an 
animal offering, according to the statements of everyone, they shall 
descend, while according to the statement of Rabban Gamliel alone, 
they shall not descend. 


The Gemara questions the need for such a summary: Isn't it obvious? 
The Gemara answers: It was necessary for him to state the halakha in 
the case of a meal offering that comes by itself, and this is in accor- 
dance with the statement of Rava. As Rava says: A person can vol- 
unteer to bring a meal offering that normally accompanies libations," 
on any day," even without offering the libations and animal offering 
that it normally accompanies. Although the summary is itself obvious, 
it is nevertheless stated to indicate that it is possible to offer such a 
meal offering. 


The Gemara asks: If the intent of his summary is to express his agree- 
ment with the statement of Rava, then let Reish Lakish teach us 
explicitly that the halakha is in accordance with the statement of Rava. 
The Gemara answers: It was necessary for the case of libations that 
come with an animal offering, as the halakha in such a case is that he 
may sacrifice the libations the next day and on a later [hara]: day 
sometime after sacrificing the animal offering that they accompany. 


Accordingly, it may enter your mind to say that since the Master says 
that the verse: “And their meal offering and their libations” (Num- 
bers 29:18), indicates that libations may be offered at night," and the 
phrase “and their meal offering and their libations” indicates that 
libations may be offered the next day and on a later day, perhaps liba- 
tions offered on a later date than the animal itself are to be considered 
as libations which come by themselves, and Rabbi Shimon would 
concede that they shall not descend. Reish Lakish therefore teaches 
us" the case of libations that accompany an animal offering, to indicate 
that such libations are still considered as those that accompany an 
animal offering and that they shall descend from the altar. 


Libations that come by themselves — pa D30) 
axy 393: Disqualified libations, whether they were 

libations that accompany an animal offering or liba- 
tions that are brought by themselves, shall descend 

from the altar even if they have already ascended 

(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 

3:14). 


A person can volunteer to bring a meal offering 
that normally accompanies libations - o1% 3202 
D930) Nya: One can volunteer to bring, by itself, a 
meal offering that normally accompanies libations 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 
14:1). 


Later [hara] - «1M: The wordi is to be understood 
as if there was an alef at the beginning, whereby 
its meaning is later. It is quite common, especially 
in the Jerusalem Talmud, for an alef that begins a 
word to be dropped. 


A meal offering that normally accompanies 
libations on any day - o% boa mab NMN: These 
meal offerings accompany all burnt offerings and 
peace offerings that are brought from cattle or the 
flock (see Numbers, chapter 15). They are referred 
to as the meal offerings that accompany libations 
because they are the only meal offerings that do 
this. Even though the Torah does not mention any 
meal offerings brought by a non-priest that are con- 
sumed in their entirety by the fire except those that 
accompany libations, Rava teaches that one may 
vow to offer such a meal offering without bringing 
the libations or animal offerings it normally accom- 
panies (Rashi). 


Their meal offering and their libations, indicates 
that libations may be offered at night - onna 
mba DDN: Rashi explains that this halakha is 
derived from the repetitive phrase “and their meal 
offering and their libations” used throughout the 
passage discussing the offerings brought on Suk- 
kot (see Numbers, chapter 28). Other commentaries 
offer other explanations (see Tosafot on Menahot 
44b). 


Reish Lakish teaches us — b yrwi xp: The follow- 
ing chart summarizes the various tannaitic opinions 
in this discussion: 


Babbiyhochua Items fit to Items unfit to Does not Does not Does not Does not 
be burned be burned descend descend descend descend 
Rabban Gamliel Items fit for Items unfit Does not Does not Does not Does not 
the altar for the altar descend descend descend descend 
aes An offering that wa ihe Does not Does not Does not 
Rabbi Shimon 3 accompanies Descends 
comes by itself ; descend descend descend 
another offering 
‘ 3 Meal offerings, 
iad WA Animal offerings birds, and Dossat Descends Descends Descends 
HaGelili k descend 
libations 
Rabbi Akiva Living creatures Mea z Pao pom ig: Dene Descends Descends 
and libations descend descend 


Descends Descend Descend 
Descends Do not descend | Do not descend 
Descends Do not descend Descend 
Descends Descend Descend 
Descends Descend Descend 
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HALAKHA 


These, if they ascended the altar they shall not descend - 
ay x by ox by: There are many cases of offerings that became 
disqualified that nevertheless shall not descend from the altar. 
Among them are: Sanctified items that were left overnight, 
whether the flesh of an offering, its blood, or those portions 
intended for consumption on the altar; a slaughtered animal 
offering that emerged from the Temple courtyard or became 
ritually impure; an offering that was slaughtered with the intent 
to sacrifice it beyond its designated time or outside its desig- 
nated area or with any other inappropriate intention, thereby 
disqualifying it; an offering whose blood was either received 
or presented by ritually impure individuals; an offering whose 
blood was placed outside its designated area; and offerings of 
the most sacred order that were slaughtered, or whose blood was 
received, in the southern part of the Temple courtyard (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 3:7). 


Slaughtered at night - aba mwa: In the case of an offering 
that was slaughtered at night, or whose blood was spilled, 
or whose blood emerged from the Temple courtyard, if it 
ascended upon the altar it shall descend, in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 3:6). 


Any unfit offering whose disqualification occurred in sanctity - 
vipa brpaw ba: With regard to any unfit offering whose disquali- 
fication occurred in sanctity, if it ascended upon the altar it shall 
not descend (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 
3:8). 


And these are the offerings whose disqualification did not 
occur in sanctity - wpa tips vI Kow rer: With regard to any 
animal that it is prohibited to offer on the altar, if it ascended 
upon the altar it shall descend, as it was never fit for use as an 
offering (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 3:5). 


Just as if they ascended, etc. - ^3) by OXW OWS: Just as dis- 
qualified offerings shall not descend from the altar if they already 
ascended, if they in fact descended, they shall not ascend again 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 3:8). 


A burnt offering that ascended to the top of the altar alive - 
navy ay) mn nnwy miy: In the case of an animal desig- 
nated as a burnt offering that ascended upon the altar while 
still alive, it shall descend from it, as it is not yet fit for the altar 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 3:4). 


If one slaughtered the animal at the top of the altar - nonw 
Matai WNA: A burnt offering that was slaughtered atop the altar, 
or that was slaughtered at the foot of the altar and afterward was 
placed upon the altar, shall be flayed and cut into pieces atop the 
altar. The inner organs are then brought down from the altar and 
washed, after which they are returned to the altar. The hides are 
brought down from the altar and given to the priests. Similarly, 
animal offerings that were slaughtered and then placed upon 
the altar are flayed and cut into pieces in their place, i.e., atop 
the altar. The inner organs are then brought down from the altar 
and washed, after which they are returned to the altar. The hides 
and the meat are brought down from the altar and given to the 
owner of the offering, after which the remainder of the offering 
is burned on the altar. And for what reason does the flaying and 
cutting take place atop the altar in such an instance? Because 
with regard to any item suited for consumption by the fire, if 
it ascended upon the altar it shall not descend (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 3:2-3). 


NOTES ————_—_—_——_- 
Its disqualification occurred in sanctity - wpa taps: Rashi 
explains that the term: Disqualification occurring in sanctity, 
refers to an offering that became disqualified after entering the 
Temple courtyard. The Panim Meirot (68b) explains that according 
to the opinion of Rashi, the term refers to any instance in which a 
particular disqualification can occur only in the Temple courtyard 
after the beginning of the sacrificial rite. Tosafot (68b) suggest 
that such disqualifications refer to any item that was sanctified 
via a service vessel and thereafter became disqualified. Elsewhere, 
Tosafot (Nidda 40a) suggest that the mishna is referring to any 
disqualification that can occur to an item only after it has been 
sanctified. 
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MI S HN A These are the items that even if they 


were disqualified, if they ascended the 
altar they shall not descend:" Blood, sacrificial portions, or 
limbs of a burnt offering, any of which were left overnight 
off the altar, or that emerge from the Temple courtyard, or 
that become ritually impure, or that came from an animal 
that was slaughtered with the intent to sacrifice it beyond 
its designated time or outside its designated area, or an offer- 
ing that people unfit to perform the Temple service collected 
and then sprinkled its blood. 


Rabbi Yehuda says: In the case of a sacrificial animal that 
was slaughtered at night," or one whose blood was spilled 
on the floor of the Temple without its being collected in a 
vessel, or one whose blood emerged outside the curtains, 
i.e., outside the Temple courtyard: Even if it ascended upon 
the altar it shall descend. Rabbi Shimon says: In all these 
cases, ifit ascended it shall not descend, because its disquali- 
fication occurred in sanctity." As Rabbi Shimon says: With 
regard to any unfit offering whose disqualification occurred 
in sanctity," i.e., in the course of the Temple service, the 
sacred area renders the offering acceptable, and ifit ascended 
onto the altar it shall not descend. But with regard to any 
offering whose disqualification did not occur in sanctity 
but rather was unfit initially, the sacred area does not render 
the offering acceptable. 


And these are the offerings whose disqualification did not 
occur in sanctity:" An animal that copulated with a person, 
and an animal that was the object of bestiality, and an ani- 
mal that was set aside for idol worship, and an animal that 
was worshipped as a deity, and an animal that was given 
as payment to a prostitute or as the price of a dog, and an 
animal born of a mixture of diverse kinds, and an animal 
with a wound that will cause it to die within twelve months 
[tereifa], and an animal born by caesarean section, and 
blemished animals.” Rabbi Akiva deems blemished animals 
fit in the sense that if they ascended they shall not descend. 
Rabbi Hanina, the deputy High Priest,’ says: My father 
would reject blemished animals from upon the altar. 


Concerning those animals that, if they ascended, do not 
descend, just as if they ascended" the altar they shall not 
descend, so too, if they descended they shall not then 
ascend. And all of them that if they ascend they do not 
descend, if they ascended to the top of the altar alive they 
descend, as an animal is fit for the altar only after it is slaugh- 
tered. A burnt offering that ascended to the top of the altar 
alive shall descend, as one does not slaughter an animal atop 
the altar ab initio. But if one slaughtered the animal at the top 
of the altar," he should flay it and cut it into pieces in its 
place, and it is not removed from the altar. 


BACKGROUND 


Blemished animals — pava Oya: The blemishes that serve 
to render an animal prohibited for sacrifice as an offering 
are enumerated in the Torah (see Leviticus 22:17-25), and 
explained in detail in tractate Bekhorot. A distinction is made 
between permanent blemishes and temporary blemishes. 


Rabbi Hanina the deputy High Priest — Dia pD KIIIN: 
Rabbi Hanina, or Hananya, the deputy High Priest, was one of 
he Sages who lived through the destruction of the Second 
Temple. He became a tanna while the Temple still stood and 
continued teaching after it was destroyed. According to one 
radition, he was one of the ten martyrs killed by the Roman 
government in one of its infamous decrees after the destruc- 
ion of the Temple. As indicated by his title, Rabbi Hanina held 
he prominent position of deputy High Priest. This meant he 


PERSONALITIES 


Permanent blemishes, e.g., when an animal is missing a leg, 
disqualify the animal from being sacrificed as an offering for- 
ever. Temporary blemishes, like some types of boils, disqualify 
the animal for as long as it suffers that condition. Once the 
animal recovers it can be brought as an offering. 


was active in leading the daily Temple service and was next in 
line to replace the High Priest in the event that he was unable 
to serve due to illness or ritual impurity. 

Rabbi Hanina apparently came from a very distinguished 
family that maintained close relations with the house of the 
Nasi. Most of his statements concern issues that relate to the 
Temple service, e.g., offerings, or the halakhot of purity and 
impurity. One of Rabbi Hanina’s sons, known as Rabbi Shimon, 
son of the deputy, was also a tanna. 
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G E M ARA It is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yehuda 


says: The verse from which is derived the 
halakha that items that ascended upon the altar shall not descend, 
states: “This is the law of the burnt offering: It is the burnt offering 
on the pyre upon the altar” (Leviticus 6:2). These are three terms of 
exclusion used in the verse: “This,” “it,” and “the,” from which it is 
derived that three instances are excluded from this halakha: A sacri- 
ficial animal that was slaughtered at night, and one whose blood was 
spilled, and one whose blood emerged outside the curtains, i.e., 
outside the Temple courtyard. With regard to these cases, the halakha 
is that if one of them ascended upon the altar it shall descend. 


Rabbi Shimon says: From the usage of the term “burnt offering” I 
have derived only with regard to a fit burnt offering that it shall not 
descend. From where is it derived that the verse also includes a sac- 
rificial animal that was disqualified, such as one that was slaughtered 
at night; or whose blood was spilled; or whose blood emerged 
outside the curtains, i.e., outside the Temple courtyard; or that was 
left overnight; or that emerged from the Temple courtyard, or that 
became ritually impure; or that came from an animal that was 
slaughtered with the intent to sacrifice it beyond its designated time 
or outside its designated area; or an offering that people unfit to 
perform the Temple service collected and then sprinkled its blood? 


In addition, from where is it derived that the following are also 
included in this halakha: Those offerings whose blood is to be placed 
below the red line that divided between the upper and lower halves 
of the external altar, i.e., a burnt offering, a guilt offering, or a peace 
offering, but it was placed above the red line; and a sin offering, 
whose blood is to be placed above the red line, that had its blood 
placed below the red line; and those offerings whose blood is to be 
placed outside, on the external altar, that had their blood placed 
inside, in the Sanctuary; and those offerings whose blood is to be 
placed inside that had their blood placed outside? 


And in addition, with regard to a Paschal offering or sin offering that 
were slaughtered not for their sake, from where is it derived that if 
they ascended upon the altar they shall not descend? The verse states: 

“The law of the burnt offering,” which included in one law all items 
that ascend upon the altar, establishing the principle that if they 
ascended the altar they shall not descend. 


One might have thought that I should also include an animal that 
copulated with a person, and an animal that was the object of bes- 
tiality, and an animal that was set aside for idol worship, and an ani- 
mal that was worshipped as a deity, and an animal that was given as 
payment to a prostitute or as the price of a dog, and an animal born 
of a mixture of diverse kinds, and an animal that is a tereifa, and an 
animal born by caesarean section. Therefore, the verse states: “This, 
to exclude these types of disqualifications, which descend even after 
they have ascended the altar. 


The Gemara asks: And what did you see as reason to include those 
and exclude these? The Gemara answers: After noting that the 
verse included 


and subsequently the verse excluded, I say the following claim with 
regard to what to include and what to exclude: I will include those 
whose disqualification was in sanctity, i.e., in the course of Temple 
service, and rule that if they ascended they shall not descend, and I 
will exclude these whose disqualification was not in sanctity, and 
rule that if they ascended they shall descend. 
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NOTES 


Emerges, etc. — 13) X31: This halakha was stated only with 
regard to the flesh or those portions meant for consump- 
tion on the altar. It does not apply to the blood, as Rabbi 
Yehuda states in the mishna that blood that emerged from 
the Temple courtyard is entirely disqualified and descends 
from the altar (Rashi). 


An offering that leaves its area is fit in the case of a private 
altar — 77333 W3 xyi”: The Gemara is referring to private 
altars, which were permitted before the Tabernacle was 
erected at Shiloh, as well as during the time period between 
its destruction and the building of the Temple in Jerusalem. 


Since it effects acceptance with regard to its status as 
piggul - away galei Soni: An offering becomes piggul 
through one’s intention, at the time of its slaughter, to pres- 
ent its blood, to burn the offering, or to eat it, outside its 
designated time. The status of piggul takes effect only on an 
offering that is otherwise fit. Consequently, one who slaugh- 
ters a sacrificial animal with such intention has effected its 
acceptance in the sense that he has caused the offering to 
become piggul. 

The Meiri (Nidda 40a) offers an alternative explanation: 
Since the intention to sacrifice an offering outside its des- 
ignated time does not always disqualify an offering, i.e., the 
intention to sacrifice an offering the day after its slaughter 
would not disqualify it in the case of a peace offering since 
it may be eaten for two days, such intention will not dis- 
qualify other offerings with regard to the halakha that if they 
ascended upon the altar they shall not descend. 


But can one deduce the halakha of a matter that is not 
fit, etc. — 13) Awana xbw 127 p27 31: How is it possible to 
derive the halakha with regard to sacrificial portions, which 
are disqualified by being left overnight, from the halakha 
with regard to meat, which may be eaten the following 
day ab initio? Likewise, how is it possible to derive the 
halakha with regard to an offering that emerged from the 
Temple courtyard, which is disqualified, from the halakha 
of a private altar during the times when it was permitted, 
where one could sacrifice an offering outside the Temple 
ab initio? 


BACKGROUND 


Private altar — 7m3: Before the Temple was built, there were 
periods when sacrificing on private altars was permitted. 
Any Jew, including a non-priest, was permitted to construct 
an altar and sacrifice certain offerings, primarily voluntary 
burnt offerings and peace offerings. During this period, only 
obligatory offerings and public offerings were brought on 
a public altar such as the one in Nov or Gibeon. After the 
building of the Temple in Jerusalem, private altars were pro- 
hibited forever. Still, for many generations people continued 
o unlawfully bring offerings to God upon private altars. 
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And as for Rabbi Yehuda, who disagrees with Rabbi Shimon 
and does not deem it permitted for items whose disqualification 
occurred in sanctity to remain on the altar, yet agrees that those 
items listed in the beginning of the mishna, such as sacrificial 
portions left overnight, shall not descend, he derives it from here, 
as it is taught in a baraita: For what reason did the Sages say to us 
that in the case of blood left overnight it is fit, i.e., if blood of an 
offering had been left overnight and was then placed on the altar it 
is not removed? 


This is as the halakha is in the case of sacrificial portions, which if 
they are left overnight are fit. From where is it derived that in 
the case of sacrificial portions that are left overnight, they are fit? 
This is as the halakha is in the case of meat, which if it is left over- 
night is fit, because the meat of a peace offering may be eaten for 
two days and one night. 


From where is it derived that if an offering that emerges" from the 
Temple courtyard is then placed on the altar it is not removed? This 
is derived by comparison, since an offering that leaves its area is fit 
in the case of an offering brought on a private altar, as the entire 
notion of sacrifice on such an altar is that it may be performed 
anywhere. 


From where is it derived that if an offering that has become ritually 
impure is placed on the altar it is not removed? This is derived by 
comparison, since it is permitted to offer an impure offering in 
the case of communal rites, i.e., communal offerings. In cases of 
necessity, the communal offerings may be sacrificed even if they 
are ritually impure. 


From where is it derived that if an offering that was disqualified 
due to the intention of the priest who slaughtered it to consume it 
beyond its designated time [piggul] was placed on the altar, it is not 
removed? This is derived by comparison, since the sprinkling of its 
blood effects acceptance with regard to its status as piggul." The 
status of piggul takes effect only if the sacrificial rites involving that 
offering were otherwise performed properly. This indicates that it 
still has the status of an offering, so it is not removed from the altar. 


From where is it derived that if an offering that was disqualified 
due to the intention of the priest who slaughtered it to consume 
it outside its designated area was placed on the altar, it is not 
removed? This is derived by comparison, since it is juxtaposed to 
an offering that was slaughtered with intent to consume it beyond 
its designated time. 


From where is it derived that if an offering that people unfit for 
performing the Temple service collected and then sprinkled its 
blood was placed on the altar, it is not removed? This is derived 
from the halakha of these priests who are generally disqualified 
because they are impure, yet who are fit to perform the communal 
rites," i.e., to sacrifice communal offerings, in a case when all the 
priests or the majority of the Jewish people are impure. 


The Gemara questions the derivations of the baraita: But can one 
deduce the halakha of a matter that is not fit," i.e., sacrificial por- 
tions that are disqualified due to having been left overnight, from 
the halakha of a matter that is fit, i.e., the peace offering, which is 
permitted for eating for two days and one night? Similarly, how 
can the baraita derive the halakha of flesh that was removed from 
the Temple courtyard from the halakha of a private altar, which 
has no halakhic area surrounding it? 


HALAKHA 


Who are fit to perform the communal rites - nay niay wma: descend, since such offerings are fit in the case of communal 


With regard to offerings that became ritually impure, or whose 
blood was received by those disqualified from performing the 


offerings, which may be brought in a state of ritual impurity 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 3:7). 


Temple service, if they ascended upon the altar they shall not 
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The Gemara answers: The tanna relied on the verse: “Command 
Aaron and his sons, saying: This is the law of the burnt offering: 
It is the burnt offering on the pyre upon the altar all night until 


the morning; and the fire of the altar shall be kept burning there” 


(Leviticus 6:2), which amplified the application of the halakha 
stated in the verse, teaching that many types of disqualified offer- 
ings may be left upon the altar. The derivations written in the 
baraita are mere supports for those two halakhot. The explanations 
cited in the baraita for including these disqualifications are men- 
tioned only to clarify why Rabbi Yehuda does not exclude them 
based on the terms “this,” “it,” and “that.” 


§ With regard to an offering that was slaughtered at night, which 
Rabbi Yehuda holds shall descend from the altar even if it ascended, 
Rabbi Yohanan says: One who slaughters a sacrificial animal at 
night" inside the Temple courtyard, and then offers it up on an 
altar outside the Temple courtyard, is liable" to receive karet, 
which is the punishment for one who sacrifices an offering outside 
the Temple courtyard. Although one is normally liable for sacrific- 
ing an offering outside the Temple courtyard only ifit was fit to be 
offered on the altar within the Temple, and an animal slaughtered 
at night is disqualified and shall descend from the altar according 
to Rabbi Yehuda, 


nevertheless, the halakha with regard to one who slaughters an 
animal at night should not be less stringent than that of one 
who slaughters an animal outside the Temple and offers it up 
outside. With regard to that case, the mishna (106a) states that 
such a person is liable, even though an animal slaughtered outside 
the Temple is not fit to be offered on the altar inside the Temple 
and shall descend from the altar even if it has ascended. 


Rav Hiyya bar Avin raises an objection to the statement of Rabbi 
Yohanan from a mishna (111a): One who slaughters a bird inside 
the Temple courtyard and then offers it up on an altar outside the 
Temple is exempt, as a bird offering is supposed to be pinched at 
the nape of the neck and not slaughtered with a knife. But if he 
slaughtered the bird outside the Temple courtyard and offered 
it up outside the Temple courtyard, he is liable to receive karet. 
According to Rabbi Yohanan, let us say that the halakha with 
regard to one who slaughters an animal inside the Temple should 
not be less stringent than that of one who slaughters an animal 
and offers it up outside the Temple. Why, then, is such a person 
exempt? 


The Gemara responds: This is indeed a conclusive refutation," 
and the statement of Rabbi Yohanan is rejected. The Gemara adds 
a possible explanation: If you wish, say that one cannot derive 
the halakha of a bird slaughtered inside the Temple from that ofa 
bird slaughtered outside of it, because in the case of the slaughter 
of a bird inside the Temple, it is considered as if he killed it." By 
contrast, in the case of an animal slaughtered at night within the 
Temple, although it is disqualified, it is still considered a slaugh- 
tered animal, and its status may therefore be derived from that of 
an animal that is slaughtered outside the Temple. 


§ Concerning items that were inappropriately placed on the altar, 
Ulla says: Sacrificial portions of offerings of lesser sanctity’ that 
one offered up upon the altar before the sprinkling of their 
blood, which is the act that sanctifies such portions for the altar, 
shall not descend, as they have become the bread of the altar. 


HALAKHA 


One who slaughters a sacrificial animal at night, etc. - 
^D mya maa vmi: One who slaughtered an animal 

in the Temple at night and then offered it outside the 

Temple courtyard is exempt from punishment, since such 

an animal was unfit for the altar within the Temple (Ram- 
bam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 18:17, and 

see Kesef Mishne there). 


NOTES 


And then offers it up on an altar outside the Temple 
courtyard, is liable - a»n yina mym: One is liable for 
offering a sacrifice outside the Temple courtyard only if 
he offering was fit to be offered on the altar within the 
Temple, as the verse states: “Any man of the house of 
srael, or of the strangers that sojourn among them, that 
offers a burnt offering or sacrifice, and does not bring it to 
he entrance of the Tent of Meeting, to sacrifice it to the 
Lord, that man shall be cut off from his people” (Leviticus 
17:8-9). From this verse it is derived that only offerings 
hat were fit to be brought to the entrance of the Tent of 

eeting are included in this halakha. Accordingly, one 
who slaughters an animal at night, which according to 
Rabbi Yehuda disqualifies it absolutely, is not liable if he 
offered it outside the Temple courtyard. 


NOTES 


Conclusive refutation - xmavn: Ze'eiri explains (1mb) 
that according to Rabbi Yehuda, one who slaughtered 
an animal at night within the Temple courtyard and 
offered it outside the Temple is exempt, since such an 
offering is entirely unfit for the altar inside the Temple, and 
shall descend if it ascended upon the altar. Additionally, 
even though one who slaughters an animal outside the 
Temple is liable for offering it despite the fact that such an 
offering is entirely unfit for the altar, one may not derive 
he halakha concerning other disqualifications from this 
case, since the Torah stated explicitly that one is liable 
or such an offering (see 107b). With regard to all other 
disqualifications, the principle that one is liable only for 
hose offerings that are fit to be offered inside the Temple 
must be followed (Rashi on 111a). 


tis considered as if he killed it - woop vpn: 1 There is 
no concept of slaughter with regard to a bird inside the 
Temple, whether sacred or non-sacred. Therefore, one 
who kills a bird by slaughtering it is considered to have 
decapitated it (Josafot). In the Shita Mekubbetzet it is fur- 
her explained that the distinction between this case and 
hat of an animal slaughtered inside the Temple at night is 
hat in the latter case, the disqualification is not inherent 
o the animal itself but is due to an independent factor, 
and had it been slaughtered during the day it would have 
been fit. By contrast, the disqualification of a bird that 
is slaughtered concerns the bird itself. Therefore, one is 
not liable for sacrificing such a bird outside the Temple 
courtyard. 


Sacrificial portions of offerings of lesser sanctity — 
obp DWT way: There is a dispute among the later 
commentaries as to the precise explanation of Ulla’s 
statement. Some explain that according to Ulla, one may 
burn such portions on the fire without first sprinkling the 
blood, as they have already ascended the altar and may 
no longer descend (Zevah Toda; Hazon Ish). Others explain 
that while such portions may not descend from the altar, 
they may be burned only after the blood of the offering 
is sprinkled (Keren Ora; see Zevah Toda). 
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NOTES 


Interpret it as referring to offerings of the most 
sacred order — Dw IP ‘wpe Ka: Although the 
sacrificial portions of offerings of the most sacred order 
are not fit for burning on the pyre until after the offer- 
ing's blood has been presented, such an offering is 
nevertheless considered the portion of the Most High 
from the time of its consecration, and is subject to the 
halakhot of misuse of consecrated property. Accord- 
ingly, these portions are included in the halakha cited 
at the beginning of the chapter that the altar sanctifies 
hat which is suited to it (see 83b). This is not the case 
with regard to offerings of lesser sanctity, which are 
not subject to the halakhot of misuse of consecrated 
property until after their blood has been presented. 
Consequently, they are entirely unfit for the altar before 
he presentation of the blood. 


Actually, with regard to living animals, etc. - oiy 
"131 ym: Rashi explains as follows: It is obvious tha 
fit animals that ascended the altar while alive shal 
descend, because there is no loss to the altar in having 
hem descend. This is not so with regard to a blemished 
animal, since such an animal is neither slaughtered nor 
offered upon the altar ab initio. Accordingly, one may 
have said that according to Rabbi Akiva, who says tha 
an animal with a small blemish, e.g., in its eye, shal 
not descend if it ascended, one does not remove a 
blemished animal from the altar even if it ascended 
while still alive, because removing it would preven 
it from being offered on the altar at all. The mishna 
herefore teaches that all of them shall descend, to 
emphasize that even blemished animals shall descend 
according to Rabbi Akiva. 

The Sefat Emet understands that the Rambam offers 
a different explanation, namely that the Gemara ini- 
tially assumed that the mishna is referring to animals 
entirely unfit for use as an offering, in which case it 
is obvious that such animals must descend from the 
altar if they ascended while still alive, since even if they 
were slaughtered atop the altar they shall descend. The 
Gemara then responds that the mishna is actually refer- 
ring specifically to those disqualifications concerning 
which it was said that if they were slaughtered upon 
the altar they shall not descend. 


BACKGROUND 

Offerings of the most sacred order - DW? WAP: This 
category comprises burnt offerings, sin offerings, guilt 
offerings, and communal peace offerings. The follow- 
ing regulations apply specifically to these sacrifices: 
They are slaughtered only in the northern section of 
the Temple courtyard; those offerings that are eaten 
may be eaten only on the day the animal is sacrificed 
and the night following that day; they may be eaten 
only by male priests and only within the Temple court- 
yard; the prohibition against misuse of consecrated 
property applies to these offerings as soon as they are 
consecrated; and once their blood is sprinkled on the 
altar, the prohibition against misuse of consecrated 
property continues to apply to the portions of the offer- 
ing consumed on the altar, but not to the portions of 
the offering that are to be eaten. 
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Rabbi Zeira said in support of Ulla: We learn in the mishna as well: 
The sacrificial portions of an offering whose blood was spilled, or 
whose blood emerged outside the curtains, shall not descend if 
they ascended. From this one can infer: And if there, where the 
blood was spilled, if he comes to sprinkle it he cannot sprinkle it, 
as there is no blood with which to do so, and you said that if they 
ascended the altar they shall not descend, then here, where the 
blood is intact such that if he comes to sprinkle it he sprinkles it, 
which renders the sacrificial portions permitted for sacrifice upon 
the altar, is it not all the more so that if they ascended they shall 
not descend? 


The Gemara rejects the inference of Rabbi Zeira: Interpret the 
mishna as referring specifically to offerings of the most sacred 
order, whose sacrificial portions are sanctified for the sake of 
the altar before their blood is presented. Therefore, such sacrificial 
portions are considered fit for the altar and shall not descend if 
they ascended. It may be that the sacrificial portions of offerings of 
lesser sanctity are entirely unfit for the altar before the presentation 
of their blood. 


The Gemara challenges: But there is a Paschal offering, which is an 
offering of lesser sanctity, and it is mentioned in the same list of 
items that shall not descend if they ascended. The Gemara explains: 
Interpret the case of a Paschal offering as referring to where it was 
slaughtered not for its sake, but not to where its blood was spilled or 
emerged outside the curtains. 


We learned in the mishna: And all of them that if they ascend they 
do not descend, if they ascended to the top of the altar alive, they 
descend. But it may be inferred from here that slaughtered animals 
shall not descend, even if their blood was not presented. What, is it 
not that this inference applies to all offerings, and the halakha is not 
different with regard to offerings of the most sacred order, and it 
is not different with regard to offerings of lesser sanctity? 


The Gemara responds: No, it is possible to infer as follows: But with 
regard to slaughtered animals, some of them shall descend and 
some of them shall not descend. The Gemara challenges: But the 
mishna teaches that all of them shall descend if they ascended alive, 
in which case it must be inferred with regard to all of them that if they 
were slaughtered they shall not descend. The Gemara explains: When 
the mishna states: All of them shall descend, it is referring only to 
animals that ascended upon the altar while still alive, in order to 
emphasize that all fit animals that ascended while still alive shall 
descend and are not slaughtered atop the altar. The mishna did not 
intend to teach the halakha with regard to all slaughtered animals. 


The Gemara asks: Isnt it obvious that live animals that ascended 
upon the altar shall descend? The Gemara answers: Actually, the 
mishna intends to teach the halakha with regard to living animals" 
but is referring specifically to animals blemished on the cornea of 
the eye, and it is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, 
who says that in the case of such a small blemish, if they ascended 
the altar they shall not descend. The phrase: All of them shall 
descend, teaches that even Rabbi Akiva agrees that such animals that 
ascended while still alive shall descend. 


The Gemara asks: To what case did you interpret this halakha in the 
mishna to be referring? You interpreted it as referring to disqualified 
offerings. Say the latter clause: And likewise, a burnt offering that 
ascended to the top of the altar alive shall descend. But if one 
slaughtered the animal at the top of the altar, he should flay it and 
cut it into pieces in its place, and it is not removed from the altar. 
And if the mishna is referring to a disqualified offering one must ask: 
Is a disqualified offering fit for flaying and cutting? The Merciful 
One states: “And he shall flay the burnt offering, and cut it into its 
pieces” (Leviticus 1:6), and the word “it” indicates an exclusion: Only 
fit offerings are flayed and cut, and not those that are disqualified. 
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The Gemara answers: In the latter clause we come to refer to a 
fit offering. The Gemara asks: And what does this teach us? The 
Gemara answers: It teaches that there is flaying and cutting at the 
top of the altar," and it is not considered degrading to the altar. 


The Gemara asks: But according to the one who says that there is 
no flaying and cutting at the top of the altar, what can be said? 
The Gemara answers: According to that opinion, what are we deal- 
ing with here? We are dealing with a case where the animal that 
ascended while still alive had a time of fitness, during which it 
was slaughtered atop the altar and its blood was presented, and 
thereafter it became disqualified. And the last clause of the mishna 
is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi 
Shimon, who says: Since the blood was sprinkled, thereby effect- 
ing acceptance of the flesh of the offering for a moment, even if 
the offering then became disqualified, he shall flay it and its hide 
is given to the priests, and its flesh is burned. 


The Gemara asks: But if the mishna is referring to an offering that 
became disqualified, then with regard to that which is taught in a 
baraita concerning the mishna: What shall he do with such an 
offering? He takes the innards down from the altar," placing them 
belowit, and thereafter rinses them, why do I need to do so? Since 
the innards of a disqualified offering may not be returned to the altar 
once they have been removed from it, why should they be removed 
from the altar? 


The Gemara responds: Rather, what should we do? Should we offer 
them with their dung? Doesn't the verse state: “Present it now to 
your governor; will he be pleased with you? Or will he accept 
your person?” (Malachi1:8), and isn’t it derived from this verse that 
items considered repulsive to people are not fit for use as an offering 
for the Most High? 


The Gemara clarifies: This is what we are saying: Since one removes 
the innards of a disqualified offering from atop the altar and they 
may not be returned, why do I need to rinse them? The Gemara 
answers: The concern is that if another priest chances upon these 
innards and does not know that they are disqualified for the altar, 
he will sacrifice them upon the altar with their dung. 


The Gemara asks: And shall we stand and do something for the 
priests through which they shall come to encounter a stumbling 
block? Were these innards to remain unwashed, no priest would 
mistakenly sacrifice them upon the altar. The Gemara answers: Even 
so, rinsing disqualified innards is preferable, so that the sanctified 
offerings of Heaven shall not be lying as a carcass. 


With regard to the matter discussed by Ulla (85a), Rabbi Hiyya bar 
Abba said that Rabbi Yohanan raises a dilemma: In the case of 
sacrificial portions of offerings of lesser sanctity that one offered 
up before the sprinkling of their blood," which is the act which 
sanctifies such portions for the altar, shall they descend or shall 
they not descend? 


Sacrificial portions of offerings of lesser sanctity that one offered 
up before the sprinkling of their blood - ben obp DUTP NIK 
pat npr nab: The sacrificial portions of offerings of lesser sanctity 
that ascended upon the altar before the sprinkling of the offering’s 


HALAKHA 


All the more so, the sacrificial portions of offerings of the most sacred 
order shall not descend if they ascended before the presentation of 
their blood (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 3:12 
and Mahari Kurkus there). 


blood shall not descend, as they have become the bread of the altar. 
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HALAKHA 


Flaying and cutting at the top of the altar — 
Mata wa man pw: A burnt offering that 
was slaughtered atop the altar, or that was 
slaughtered on the ground and was thereafter 
brought onto the altar, shall be flayed and cut in 
its place, i.e., atop the altar. The innards are then 
removed from the altar to be rinsed, after which 
they are returned to the altar. The hide is removed 
from the altar and given to the priests. Similarly, 
sacrificial animals that were slaughtered and 
subsequently brought onto the altar are flayed 
and cut in their place atop the altar. The innards 
are taken down from the altar for rinsing and are 
then returned to the altar. The hide and meat 
are removed and given to the owner, and the 
remainder of the offering is burned (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 18:13). 


He takes the innards down from the altar - 
DPT NX PYA: In the case of a burnt offering 
that was slaughtered atop the altar, or other 
sacrificial animals that were slaughtered there, 
their innards are taken down from the altar and 
rinsed, after which they are returned to the top 
of the altar (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
Hakorbanot 18:13). 
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BACKGROUND 


Misuse of consecrated property — ayn: The halakhot 
of misuse of consecrated property are stated in the Torah 
(see Leviticus 5114-16) and are discussed in greater detail 
in tractate Me‘ila. The basic principle is that one who 
derives benefit from consecrated property unwittingly, i.e., 
without the knowledge that it was consecrated property, 
is liable to bring an offering and to pay to the Temple 
treasury the value of the benefit he derived. In addition, 
he must pay an additional one-fifth of the value as a fine. 
After such an item has been used it loses its consecrated 
status, which is transferred to the money that the person 
pays to the Temple treasury. The Torah does not discuss 
the case of one who derives benefit from consecrated 
property intentionally. Therefore, such a person cannot 
atone for his transgression by bringing a sacrifice or by 
paying the additional one-fifth of the value as a fine. 


NOTES 


And Rabbi Yohanan resolved — wwa: There are those 
who understood that Rav Ami resolved the dilemma, not 
Rabbi Yohanan (Mahari Kurkus). 


On the cornea of the eye - paw ppyTa: Rashi explains in 
tractate Bekhorot (16a) that this refers to a blemish in the 
eyelids. Rashi explains here that it is a film covering part 
of the eye, perhaps describing a cataract. 


Fit with regard to bird offerings ab initio - nidiya nwa: 
The phrase: “A male without blemish” (Leviticus 22:19), was 
stated specifically with regard to livestock offerings. Con- 
sequently, neither the requirement to be entirely without 
blemish nor the requirement to be male applies to bird 
offerings. Rashi explains that a severe blemish, such as a 
missing limb, does disqualify a bird, as does any repulsive 
blemish, as the verse states: “Present it now to your gov- 
ernor; will he be pleased with you? Or will he accept your 
person?” (Malachi 1:8), from which it is derived that any 
item considered repulsive by people is unfit as an offer- 
ing. Others explain that Rabbi Akiva deems blemished 
animals that are not missing any limbs fit because they 
are fit for use as an offering by gentiles. Accordingly, the 
disqualification of blemished animals is not an absolute 
one (see Keneset HaRishonim). 


HALAKHA 


And they are not subject to the prohibition of misuse of 
consecrated property — ahoyn 112 pyy: One is not liable 
for the misuse of consecrated property with regard to 
offerings of lesser sanctity until after their blood is sprin- 
kled. Even if the sacrificial portions of such an offering 
ascended upon the altar before its blood was sprinkled, 
one is not liable until after its blood is sprinkled (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Mela 2:1). 


Object of bestiality with regard to birds - nidiya ya): 
Concerning those items that may not ascend upon the 
altar, there is no difference between animal and bird, and 
any bird that was the object of bestiality, or that killed a 
man, or that was designated for worship as a deity, or that 
was worshipped, is disqualified as an offering (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei Mizbe‘ah 4:1). 
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Rabbi Ami said to Rabbi Yohanan: Instead of raising the dilemma 
ofwhether or not such portions shall descend, you should raise the 
dilemma of whether their ascension upon the altar sanctifies them 
with regard to the halakhot of misuse of consecrated property.’ 
Rabbi Yohanan said to him: With regard to the misuse of conse- 
crated property I do not raise the dilemma, as certainly the rite of 
sprinkling and not their ascension to the altar determines their 
status with regard to the misuse of consecrated property. When 
Rabbi Yohanan raised the dilemma it was with regard to their 
descent from the altar. And Rabbi Yohanan resolved" his dilemma 
and ruled: If they ascended they shall not descend, and they are 
not subject to the prohibition of misuse of consecrated property." 


Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak teaches the discussion in this manner: 
Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba said that Rabbi Yohanan raises a dilemma: 
In the case of sacrificial portions of offerings of lesser sanctity 
that one offered up on the altar before the sprinkling of their blood, 
are they subject to the halakhot of misuse or not? Rabbi Ami said 
to him: And you should raise the dilemma with regard to their 
descent from upon the altar. Rabbi Yohanan said to him: With 
regard to their descent I do not raise the dilemma, because after 
these sacrificial portions ascend the altar they become the bread 
of the altar and shall not descend. When I raise the dilemma it 
is with regard to the misuse of consecrated property. And Rabbi 
Yohanan resolved his dilemma in this manner: They shall not 
descend, and they are not subject to the prohibition of misuse 
of consecrated property. 


§ The mishna teaches: And these are the offerings whose disquali- 
fication did not occur in sanctity: An animal that copulated with a 
person, or an animal that was the object of bestiality... or blemished 
animals. Such offerings shall descend from the altar if they ascended. 
Rabbi Akiva deems blemished animals fit in the sense that if they 
ascended upon the altar they shall not descend. 


Rabbi Yohanan says: Rabbi Akiva deemed fit only those animals 
with small blemishes, such as on the cornea of the eye," as such 
blemishes are fit with regard to bird offerings ab initio." And this is 
the halakha only when their consecration preceded their blemish, 
since such an animal was fit for the altar at the time of its consecra- 
tion. But if their blemish preceded their consecration, they shall 
descend, as they were never fit for the altar. And Rabbi Akiva con- 
cedes with regard to a female burnt offering that it shall descend 
from the altar. Since only a male animal may be used for a burnt 
offering, it is like a case where the animal’s blemish preceded its 
consecration. 


The Gemara presents a discussion in which the opinion of Rabbi 
Akiva is cited: Rabbi Yirmeya raises the dilemma: Is the disquali- 
fication of an animal that was the object of bestiality applicable 
with regard to birds," or is there no disqualification of an animal 
that was the object of bestiality with regard to birds? Did the verse 
say: “When any man of you brings an offering to the Lord, you shall 
bring your offering of the animals” (Leviticus 1:2), where the term 
“of” serves to exclude from being brought as offerings both an animal 
that copulated with a person and an animal that was the object of 
bestiality, in order to equate the two? 


If so, then derive from it that anywhere that there is a disqualifica- 
tion of an animal that copulated with a person there is a disquali- 
fication of an animal that was the object of bestiality, and anywhere 
that there is no disqualification of an animal that copulated with 
a person there is no disqualification of an animal that was the 
object of bestiality. Consequently, since birds cannot be the active 
party in an act of bestiality, the disqualification of an animal that 
was the object of bestiality is also inapplicable to birds. Or perhaps 
the disqualification of an animal that was the object of bestiality 
does apply with regard to birds, as nevertheless a sin was committed 
with it? 
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Rabba said: Come and hear a proof from the mishna: Rabbi 
Akiva deems blemished animals fit when the blemish is on the 
cornea, since such blemishes are fit with regard to bird offerings 
ab initio. And if it is so that a bird that was the object of bestiality 
is fit as an offering, then let us also deem fit an animal that was 
the object of bestiality, since such an offering is fit with regard 
to birds. From the fact that such animals are not deemed fit, con- 
clude from the mishna that the disqualification of an animal that 
was the object of bestiality applies to birds as well. 


Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: We learn in the baraita as well: A 
bird that was the object of bestiality, or that was set aside for idol 

worship, or that was worshipped as a deity, or that was given as 

payment to a prostitute or as the price of a dog, or that was a 

tumtum or a hermaphrodite,’ in all of those cases, if its nape was 

pinched, it renders the garments of one who swallows an olive- 
bulk from the carcass ritually impure when it is in the throat," as 

is the halakha with regard to all unslaughtered carcasses of birds. 
Since the baraita lists a bird that was the object of bestiality among 
those disqualified offerings, conclude from the baraita that such 

a bird is in fact disqualified. 


§ The mishna teaches: Rabbi Hanina, the deputy High Priest, 
says: My father would reject blemished animals from upon the 
altar. The Gemara asks: What is Rabbi Hanina teaching us? The 
first tanna already stated that blemished animals shall descend. 
The Gemara answers: If you wish, say that Rabbi Hanina teaches 
us an incident," to express that this halakha was not only stated 
theoretically but applied practically as well. And if you wish, say 
instead: What is the meaning of the term: Would reject? It means 
that he would remove blemished animals from the altar in a back- 
handed manner, i.e., privately rather than publicly, so as not to 
disgrace the honor of the altar. 


§ The mishna teaches with regard to those disqualified offerings 
that shall not descend from the altar if they ascended it: Just as if 
it ascended it does not descend, so too, ifit descended it does not 
then ascend. Ulla says: The Sages taught this halakha only in a 
case where the fire has not yet taken hold of these offerings." But 
if the fire has taken hold of these offerings, then even if they 
descended from the altar they shall ascend. 


Rav Mari teaches that the statement of Ulla is referring to the 
first clause, i.e., to this mishna. Rav Hanina of Sura teaches that 
Ulla is referring to the latter clause, i.e., to the next mishna, 
which states: The bones, and the tendons, and the horns, and 
the hooves of a burnt offering; when they are attached to the 
flesh of the offering they shall ascend upon the altar and be 
sacrificed with the offering. If they separated from the flesh of 
the offering they shall not ascend. With regard to this Ulla says: 
The Sages taught that if they separated from the flesh they shall 
not ascend only in a case where the fire has not yet taken hold 
of them. But if the fire has taken hold of them, then even if 
they separated from the flesh of the offering they shall ascend. 


Tumtum and hermaphrodite — piyin) Dri: These are 
two instances in which the primary and secondary sex signs of a 
person or animal are found in irregular forms, and it is not clear 
biologically or halakhically what their gender is. A tumtum has 


BACKGROUND 
no external sex signs at all, although whether the individual is 
male or female might become apparent later in life when certain 
developmental changes take place. A hermaphrodite has both 
male and female sexual organs. 


Where the fire has not yet taken hold of these offerings - 
WNT Ta awn Kw: Those disqualified offerings concerning 
which it was stated that if they ascended they shall not descend, 
if they descended they shall not then ascend, as they are unfit. 


HALAKHA 
If the fire took hold of them, then even if they descended from 
the altar they are returned to the top of the altar and burned 


there, in accordance with the statement of Ulla (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 3:9). 


NOTES 


In all of those cases it renders the garments ritually 
impure when it is in the throat - wna pravna th 
aban Dax: Any bird that is pinched at the nape of 
the neck has the status of an unslaughtered carcass, and 
will render the clothing of one who eats from it ritually 
impure when it is in his throat. The exception to this 
halakha is a bird offering, which is killed through pinch- 
ing. Birds that have been disqualified as an offering are 
included in this exception as well, provided that their 
disqualification occurred in sanctity, as mentioned pre- 
viously (see 68b and 84a). The disqualification of those 
birds listed in the baraita occurred before they were 
consecrated, and accordingly, pinching does impart 
impurity to them. 


Teaches us an incident - b pnw xp Twy: The weight 
of a halakha that has been observed practically is 
greater than that of one stated theoretically. See Bava 
Batra 130b, where this concept is discussed at length. 
The Rambam, in his Commentary on the Mishna, rules 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Hanina, the 
deputy High Priest (see Tosefot Yom Tov). 
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HALAKHA 


And these are the items that if they ascended upon 
the altar they descend - 1117 by ON byi: Any item that 
is unsuited for consumption by the fire, even if it ascended 
upon the altar, shall descend. Included in this halakha are 
the flesh of offerings, the remainder of the omer meal offer- 
ing and of other meal offerings, the two loaves meal offering, 
the shewbread, and the incense (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 3:16). 


The wool that is on the heads of the sheep, etc. - Wa¥7 
3) DAD WII: Concerning the wool on the heads of 
sheep, the hair in the beards of goats, and the bones, ten- 
dons, horns, or hooves of an offering, if they were attached to 
the flesh of an offering they are burned along with it. If they 
separated, they shall not ascend (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 6:2). 


NOTES 


If they separated from the flesh of the offering they shall 
not ascend — by» x wya: According to Rashi, the mishna 
means to say that even if such items ascended they shall 
descend, and the mishna is continuing its discussion of those 
ems that shall descend even if they ascended. Even so, since 
the mishna taught that if these items were attached to the 
flesh they would ascend ab initio, the mishna also taught 
that if such items were separated they would not ascend, 
contrary to the first halakha. By contrast, Tosafot explain 
that the mishna is to be understood literally, i.e., if they were 
separated from the flesh they shall not ascend. But if they 
ascended and separated from the flesh upon the altar, they 
shall not descend. 
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The Gemara elaborates: According to the one who teaches Ulla’s 
statement, i.e., ifthe fire has taken hold of them they still ascend 
the altar, as referring to the latter clause, which discusses items 
that are not burned on the altar, all the more so will Ulla’s state- 


ment apply to the first clause, which discusses items that are 
burned on the altar but were disqualified. And according to the 
one who teaches Ulla’s statement as referring to the first clause, 
it applies only to those items that were to be burned on the altar 
but were disqualified. But with regard to the latter clause it does 
not apply, since the bones, tendons, and other items mentioned 
there are not subject to burning at all. 
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MISHNA“4™ these are the items that if they 


ascended upon the altar they descend," 


because they are completely unfit for the altar: The meat of 
offerings of the most sacred order, i.e., a guilt offering and a sin 
offering, the meat of which is eaten by priests; and the meat of 


offerings of lesser sanctity, which is eaten by the owners; and 
the surplus of the omer’ meal offering brought on the second 
day of Passover after the handful was removed and burned on the 
altar; and the two loaves’? meal offering brought on the festival 
of Shavuot; and the shewbread; and the remainder of the meal 
offerings after the handful was removed, which are all eaten by 
the priests; and the incense that ascended upon the external altar 
and not the golden altar where it should be burned. 
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With regard to the wool that is on the heads of the sheep" 
brought as burnt offerings, and the hair that is in the beard of 
goats that were sacrificed, and the bones, and the tendons, and 
the horns, and the hooves: When they are attached to the flesh 
of the offering they shall ascend upon the altar and be sacrificed 
with the offering, as it is stated: “And the priest shall make the 
whole smoke on the altar” (Leviticus 1:9). If they separated from 


the flesh of the offering they shall not ascend," as it is stated: 
“And you shall offer your burnt offerings, the flesh and the 
blood” (Deuteronomy 12:27), and nothing else. 
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G E M ARA The Sages taught in a baraita: “And the 


priest shall make the whole smoke 


on the altar” (Leviticus 1:9). The term “the whole” serves to 
include the bones and the tendons and the horns and the 
hooves among those items that are sacrificed on the altar. One 
might have thought that even if they separated from the flesh of 


the burnt offering they are sacrificed upon the altar. Therefore, 
the verse states: “And you shall offer your burnt offerings, the 
flesh and the blood” (Deuteronomy 12:27), indicating that only 
those items and anything attached to them are sacrificed upon 


the altar. 


aT way 


If one derives the halakha with regard to bones and tendons 


from the phrase “the flesh and the blood,” 


Omer - iy: A measure of grain a tenth of an ephah in size. 
This term is used to refer to the measure of barley brought 
as a communal offering in the Temple on the sixteenth of 
Nisan, the second day of Passover. The offering was brought 
irrespective of whether the sixteenth of Nisan was a Shabbat 
or a weekday. 

The omer consisted of newly ripened barley that was pre- 
pared as roasted flour. The barley was harvested on the night 
following the first day of Passover. A handful of the flour was 
burned on the altar and the rest was eaten by the priests. In 
addition to the flour offering, a male sheep was sacrificed as a 
burnt offering, together with a wine libation and two-tenths 


BACKGROUND 


of an ephah of wheat flour as a meal offering. Once the omer 
had been sacrificed it was permitted to eat grain from the 
new harvest. 


The two loaves — onda m: Two loaves of bread from the new 
wheat were brought as a communal offering on the festival 
of Shavuot (see Leviticus 23:17). Unlike most other meal offer- 
ings, these loaves were leavened. Two lambs, the communal 
peace offerings, were brought together with these two loaves. 
Both the loaves and the lambs were first ceremonially waved. 
Afterward, the loaves were divided among the priests and 
eaten in the Temple courtyard, and the lambs were sacrificed. 
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then one might have thought that a priest must first remove the 
tendons and bones from an offering and then sacrifice the flesh 
upon the altar. Therefore, the verse states: “And the priest shall 
make the whole smoke on the altar,” including the tendons and 
bones. How can these texts be reconciled? If they were attached 
to the flesh, they shall ascend. If they separated from the flesh, 
then even if they are already at the top of the altar, they shall 
descend.” 


The Gemara notes: Who is the tanna that you heard that says if 
they separated they shall descend? It is Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi," 
as it is taught in a baraita: “And the priest shall make the whole 
smoke on the altar” (Leviticus 1:9); the term “the whole” serves 
to include the bones, and the tendons, and the horns, and the 
hooves, among those items that are offered on the altar, even if 
they separated from the flesh of the offering. 


But if so, how do I realize the meaning of the verse: “And you shall 
offer your burnt offerings, the flesh and the blood” (Deuteron- 
omy 12:27), which indicates that only the flesh and blood of an 
offering ascend upon the altar? This verse is necessary to tell you 
an additional halakha, that you return the consumed flesh of a 
burnt offering to the fire if it is dislodged from it, but you do not 
return the consumed tendons and bones if they are dislodged 
from the fire. 


The baraita continues: Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says that one verse 
states: “And the priest shall make the whole smoke on the altar,” 
which included tendons and bones, and one verse states: “And 
you shall offer your burnt offerings, the flesh and the blood,’ 
which excluded any part other than the flesh and the blood. How 
can these texts be reconciled? If they were attached to the flesh, 
they shall ascend. If they separated from the flesh, then even if 


they are already on top of the altar, they shall descend. 


§ The mishna teaches that items that are not meant for consump- 
tion on the altar, such as the bones and tendons, are sacrificed along 
with the flesh if they are attached to it. But if they separated 
they shall not ascend. Rabbi Zeira said: The Sages taught that 
if they separated from the flesh they shall not ascend only when 
they separated from the offering downward, i.e., away from the 
altar, whereby they became distanced from the pyre when they 
were separated. But if they separated from the offering upward, 
i.e., they became closer to the pyre when they were separated from 
the offering, they have become closer to consumption and shall 
ascend. The Gemara asks: And even if they separated, shall they 
be offered? Doesn't the mishna state that they shall ascend only 
if they are still attached to the flesh? 


Rabba said: This is what Rabbi Zeira is saying: It was necessary 
for the Sages to teach the halakha, that bones or tendons that sepa- 
rated from the flesh of an offering shall not ascend the altar, only 
where they separated after the sprinkling of its blood, since at 
the time that the flesh itself became permitted for the altar through 
the sprinkling, the bones and tendons were still attached to the 
flesh and therefore fit to be offered with it. But if they separated 
from an offering before the sprinkling of its blood" they shall 
certainly not ascend, as they were already separated from the flesh 
when it became permitted for the altar. Instead, the sprinkling 
comes and permits them for any use, just as the hide of a burnt 
offering is permitted to the priests upon the sprinkling of its blood. 
In fact, one may even use such tendons or bones to fashion the 
handles of knives from them. 


HALAKHA 


If they separated then even if they are already at the 
top of the altar they shall descend - jn Sox ws 
Praa Wx IB: Concerning the bones, tendons, horns, 
and hooves of an offering that are not attached to the 
body of the animal, even if they ascended upon the 
altar they shall descend, in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 3:16). 


If they separated from an offering before the sprin- 
kling of its blood - Apt otip ws: Concerning the 
bones, tendons, horns, and hooves of an offering of the 
most sacred order that separated from the flesh before 
he blood of the offering was sprinkled, one who derives 
benefit from them is liable for misuse of consecrated 
property. If they separated after the sprinkling of the 
blood, one is not liable. In addition, with regard to the 
bones of a burnt offering that separated from the flesh 
before the sprinkling of its blood, one is not liable for 
misuse of consecrated property even after the blood 
is sprinkled, because the sprinkling permits them for 
personal benefit. If they separated after the blood was 
sprinkled, one who derives benefit from them will 
always be liable for misuse of consecrated property 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me‘ila 212 and Mahari 
urkus there). 


NOTES 

Who is the tanna...it is Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi - x2 
N7237... X37: According to Rashi, the Gemara teaches 
that both the mishna and the baraita are in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. Tosafot 
explain that the Gemara is referring only to the opinion 
cited in the baraita, whereas the mishna is in accordance 
with the opinion of the Rabbis, who disagree with Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi (see Shita Mekubbetzet, citing Rabbeinu 
Peretz). The Gemara in Hullin (90a) seems to support the 
explanation of Tosafot. 
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NOTES 


And Rabba disagrees with Rabbi Elazar — +377 xy dor 
awhe: Rashi's version of the Gemara states that according 
o Rabbi Elazar, if the limbs separated before the sprinkling, 
one who benefits from them is always liable for misuse 
of consecrated property. According to this version, Rabbi 
Elazar disagrees with Rabba in the case of bones that sepa- 
rated before the sprinkling as well as in the case of bones 
hat separated after the sprinkling. According to Rabba, 
bones that separated before the sprinkling are not fit for 
he altar and become permitted for common use upon 
he sprinkling of the blood, just as the hide of a burnt offer- 
ing becomes permitted to the priests at that point. Rabbi 
Elazar holds that if they separated before the sprinkling, 
hey are no longer considered to be a part of the offering 
and therefore cannot be permitted through the sprinkling 
of the blood. 

Concerning bones that separated after the sprinkling, 
Rabba holds that they have already been designated for 
the altar and never become permitted for common use. 
According to Rabbi Elazar, the sprinkling of the blood is 
effective in permitting the bones to the priests if they were 
to later separate from the flesh, at which time they would 
cease to be fit for the altar. Rashi explains that Rabbi Elazar 
derives this from the statement of Rabbi Yishmael, who 
understands that the phrase “He shall have” stated in the 
context of a guilt offering teaches that its bones are permit- 
ed even if they separated from the flesh after the sprinkling 
of its blood, since the meat of a guilt offering is itself permit- 
ed through the sprinkling. 

Based on this, Rabbi Elazar disagrees with Rabba with 
regard to the opinion of Rabbi Yishmael; according to Rabba, 
Rabbi Yishmael derived from the phrase “He shall have” only 
hat bones that separated before the sprinkling become 
permitted (Kodshei David). See Tosafot, whose version of the 
Gemara reads: Rabbi Elazar says that if they separated before 
he sprinkling, one who benefits from them is liable for 
misuse of consecrated property until the blood is sprinkled. 
According to this version, Rabba and Rabbi Elazar disagree 
only with regard to a case where the bones separated after 
the sprinkling. 
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The Gemara elaborates: Rabba holds in accordance with that 
which Rabbi Yohanan says in the name of Rabbi Yishmael: It is 
stated: “He shall have the hide of the burnt offering that he has 
offered” (Leviticus 7:8), with regard to a burnt offering, and it is 
stated: “The priest that makes atonement, he shall have it” (Levi- 
ticus 7:7), with regard to a guilt offering. The following verbal 
analogy is derived from here: Just as after the blood of a guilt 
offering is presented its bones become permitted to the priest for 
any use, since only the portions intended for consumption on 
the altar are sacrificed whereas the rest of the animal is given to 
the priests, so too, with regard to a burnt offering, bones that 
are not attached to the flesh and therefore are not intended for 
the altar are permitted. 


The Gemara notes: The phrase “He shall have” is free,’ i.e., superflu- 
ous in its context and therefore available for the purpose of estab- 
lishing a verbal analogy, and there is a principle that such verbal 
analogies are not refuted. As, if these words were not considered 
free, the verbal analogy can be refuted by saying: What is notable 
about a guilt offering? It is notable in that its meat is permitted 
and its bones are therefore permitted as well, while the flesh of a 
burnt offering ascends upon the altar in its entirety. If so, halakhot 
may not be applied to one based on the other. Consequently, the 
phrase “He shall have” with regard to a burnt offering is considered 
as having been written superfluously, as it would have sufficed to 
state: The hide of the burnt offering that he has offered, to the priest. 


Rav Adda bar Ahava raises an objection to the explanation of 
Rabba from a baraita: With regard to the bones of sacrificial ani- 
mals, specifically sin offerings or guilt offerings, which are offerings 

of the most sacred order that are intended for consumption, before 

the sprinkling of their blood, one who benefits from them is liable 

for misuse of consecrated property, similar to the halakha with 

regard to the flesh of offerings of the most sacred order before 

their blood is sprinkled. 


After the sprinkling of their blood, one who benefits from them 
is not liable for misuse of consecrated property, as they are not 
intended for sacrificing upon the altar. But concerning the bones 
of a burnt offering, one who benefits from them is always liable 
for misuse of consecrated property. This baraita contradicts the 
opinion of Rabba, who said that if the bones separated from a 
burnt offering before the sprinkling of its blood, it is permitted to 
derive benefit from them. 


The Gemara answers: Say that the baraita meant the following: But 
concerning the bones of a burnt offering, if they separated before 
the sprinkling of its blood and its blood was then sprinkled, then 
one who benefits from them is not liable for misuse of consecrated 
property. If they separated after the sprinkling of its blood, one 
who benefits from them is always liable for misuse of consecrated 


property. 


And Rabba disagrees with Rabbi Elazar," as Rabbi Elazar says: 
If the bones of a burnt offering separated from its flesh before 
sprinkling, one who benefits from them is liable for misuse of 
consecrated property. If they separated after sprinkling, the Sages 
decreed that one may not benefit from them ab initio, but if one 
benefitted from them after the fact, he is not liable for misuse, 
since by Torah law they were permitted through the sprinkling of 
the offering’s blood. 


Free — 


995979: In the Babylonian Talmud, in order for a verbal 
analogy to be employed, the key words must be superflu- 
ous in at least one of the verses. Rabbeinu Hananel describes 
this as: Words written that are not necessary for the verse. 
Those words indicate the connection between the halakhot. 


BACKGROUND 


According to Rabbi Yishmael, the superfluity of the key word 
in one verse is sufficient proof that the Torah intended that 
this verbal analogy be derived, and it cannot be refuted. The 
Sages who disagree with him hold that even that type of verbal 
analogy can be refuted. 
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MI S HN A And all of those disqualified offerings with 


regard to which it was taught (84a) that if 
they ascended they do not descend, in a case where they were 
dislodged™ from upon the altar, the priest does not restore them 
to the altar." And likewise, with regard to an ember" that was dis- 
lodged from upon the altar, the priest does not restore it to the 
altar. As for limbs of a fit burnt offering that were dislodged" from 
upon the altar, if they were dislodged before midnight, the priest 
should restore them to the altar and one is liable for misusing 
them." But if they were dislodged after midnight, the priest does 
not restore them and one is not liable for misusing them, as one 
is not liable for misuse of consecrated property after it has fulfilled 
the purpose for which it was designated. 


With regard to unfit items that if they ascended do not descend, just 
as the altar sanctifies" items that are suited to it, so too, the ramp 
sanctifies items that are suited to it. Just as the altar and the ramp 
sanctify items that are suited to them, so too, the service vessels 


sanctify items that are placed in them. 
G E M A The mishna teaches that limbs of a fit burnt 
offering that were dislodged from upon the 
altar before midnight are returned to the altar, but that if they were 
dislodged after midnight they are not returned. The Gemara asks: 
What are the circumstances? If the limbs have substance, i.e., they 
were not yet consumed in their entirety by the fire, then even if 
they were dislodged after midnight the priest must return them to 
the fire. If they do not have substance" and have been reduced 
to ash, then even if they were dislodged before midnight the priest 
does not return them to the altar. The Gemara answers: No, it is 
necessary 


NOTES 


And all of those, where they were dislodged - paw thr The 
Rambam explains that the mishna is referring specifically to those 
items about which it was stated that if they were attached to the 
offering they shall ascend, e.g., the wool on the heads of sheep 
and the hair in the beards of goats. This is also the explanation 
given by Rashi and Tosafot in Me'ila (9b). Rashi here explains that 
the mishna is referring to all disqualified offerings about which is 
was stated that if they ascend they shall not descend. 


The priest does not restore them to the altar - r} x: This 
means only that there is no requirement to return them to the 
altar, but there is no prohibition against returning them (Rashi). 


And all of those, where they were dislodged, etc. — tro 
1D) paw: The wool on the heads of sheep, the hairs in the 
beards of goats, and bones, tendons, horns, and hooves are 
burned along with an offering if they are still attached to it. If 
they were dislodged from the altar they shall not be returned 
to it (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 6:2). 


And likewise an ember - nm 121: Embers that were dislodged 
from the altar shall not be returned to it (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 6:2). 


Limbs of a fit burnt offering that were dislodged, etc. - m2% 
"31 pW: Concerning the limbs of a burnt offering that were 
dislodged from the altar, if they still have substance, then even if 
they were dislodged after midnight they shall be returned to the 


altar. If they no longer have substance then they are not returned, 


even if they were dislodged before midnight. With regard to limbs 
that were scorched and dried by the fire, if they were dislodged 
from the altar before midnight they shall be returned, and if they 
were dislodged after midnight they are not returned. This is in 


HALAKHA 


Some commentaries explain that according to Josafot, it is pro- 
hibited to return them to the altar (Tohorat HaKodesh). 


If they do not have substance - wan 1a mr x: Rashi explains 

that this means they were burned entirely. The Shita Mekubbetzet 
explains that this does not mean they were completely reduced 

to ash, as ash would not be dislodged from the altar. Additionally, 
ifthe limbs were reduced to ash, the halakhot concerning misuse 

of consecrated property would apply to them, since the rite of the 

removal of the ashes can be performed with them, and the hal- 
akha is that one who derives benefit from the ashes upon the altar 
before their removal is liable for misuse of consecrated property. 


accordance with the conclusion of the Gemara on 86b (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 6:3). 


And one is liable for misusing them — 73 pwin: Concerning 
the bones of a burnt offering that were dislodged from upon 
the altar, and all the more so with regard to its limbs, one who 
derives benefit from them before midnight is liable for misuse of 
consecrated property. After midnight, one is no longer liable for 
misuse of consecrated property even if the limbs or bones were 
initially dislodged before midnight, since after midnight they are 
all considered to be entirely consumed and reduced to ash (Ram- 
bam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me‘ila 2:12 and Mahari Kurkus there). 


Just as the altar sanctifies, etc. — ^3) wpa Nawanw ows: Just 
as the altar sanctifies items that are suited to it, so too, the ramp 
and all other service vessels sanctify that which is suited to them. 
Therefore, an item that reaches the ramp and is suited to it shall 
not descend, even if the item was disqualified. Similarly, an item 
that reaches a service vessel and is suited to it is sanctified and 
may never be redeemed, even if it was disqualified (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 3:18). 
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HALAKHA 


Time of removal of the ashes — jw77 nann par: On 
regular days the priests would perform the removal 
of the ashes starting from dawn. On Yom Kippur they 
would perform the removal starting from midnight. 
On the Festivals they would perform the removal start- 
ing from the beginning of the second watch (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 2:11, and see com- 
mentaries there). 
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One verse states, etc. — 3) Wai mg N3: Ostensibly, there 
is no contradiction between these two verses, as the mitzva of 
burning relates to the limbs of a burnt offering before they have 
been reduced to ash, whereas the mitzva of removing the ashes 
rom upon the altar relates to that which has already become 
ash. Nevertheless, the Gemara assumes that any item that the 
fire has taken hold of is included in the mitzva of removing 
he ashes, even if it has not yet been turned to ash, specifically 
hose limbs that have been hardened by the fire. This is based 
on the fact that from the verse: “And he shall remove the ashes 
hat the fire has consumed of the burnt offering on the altar, 
it is derived that dislodged parts must be returned to the altar 
or burning (see 83b). Consequently, there exists a contradiction 
between these verses, since on the one hand, one must return 
hardened limbs to the fire in order that they may be completely 
consumed by it, yet on the other hand, they are considered part 
of the ashes that are to be removed during the night (Rashi here 
and on Yoma 20a; see Tosafot). 


All night and he shall burn - »epm nyha: In truth, there is 


” 


no verse that states: All night and he shall burn, or: All night... 


and he shall remove. Rashi explains that these are not precise 
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with regard to hardened limbs that were dried by the fire but 
have not yet been reduced to ash. The mishna teaches that before 
midnight, such limbs should be returned to the altar. The Gemara 
asks: From where is this matter derived that midnight determines 
whether or not they shall be returned? 


Rav says: One verse states:" All night and he shall burn’ the 
burnt offering, which indicates that there is a mitzva to burn the 
limbs ofa burnt offering all night, as the verse states: “It is the burnt 
offering on the pyre upon the altar all night until the morning” 
(Leviticus 6:2). And one verse states: “All night until the morn- 
ing... and he shall remove the ashes that the fire has consumed of 
the burnt offering on the altar, and he shall put them beside the 
altar” (Leviticus 6:2-3), which indicates that one may remove 
the ashes at any time during the night, including the limbs of a 
burnt offering that were already hardened by the fire. How can 
these texts be reconciled? 


Rav explains: Divide the night into two parts:" Half of the night, 
i.e., until midnight, is designated for the mitzva of burning, and 
during this time, that which is dislodged from the altar shall be 
returned; and half of the night, i.e., after midnight, is designated 
for removing." 


With regard to Rav’s assertion that one may begin to remove the 
ashes only after midnight, Rav Kahana raises an objection from 
a mishna (Yoma 20a): Every day the priests would remove the 
ashes from the altar and place them on the east side of the ramp at 
the rooster’s crow or close to the time of its crowing, whether 
before it or after it, as there was no insistence on a precise time. 
On Yom Kippur they would remove the ashes at midnight. On 
the Festivals the ashes were removed even earlier, at the end of 
the first watch." Rav Kahana concludes his objection: And if it 
enters your mind that the proper time for removing the ashes by 
Torah law is from midnight, how do we advance the removal of 
the ashes on the Festivals, and how do we delay" their removal the 
rest of the year? 


NOTES 


quotes, but rather the interpretation of Leviticus 6:2-3. “On the 
pyre...all night until the morning,’ is assumed to be referring 
to burning, and “all night until the morning” is understood as 
referring to the next verse as well, i.e., “And the priest shall put 
on his linen garment. ..and he shall remove the ashes.” Accord- 
ing to Rabbeinu Hananel (Yoma 20a), the interpretation of Rav 
is based on a baraita in Torat Kohanim, which derives from the 
verse: “Neither shall the fat of My feast remain all night until the 
morning” (Exodus 23:18), that one may sacrifice limbs that were 
dislodged from the altar all night, and that the phrase “until the 
morning’ in Leviticus teaches that the removal of the ashes may 
be performed all night. 


Divide the night into two parts - apn: Dividing the night is 
practical only with regard to hardened limbs, since limbs that 
have been reduced to ash before midnight obviously need not 
be burned any longer, and limbs that still have substance are 
not considered ash and must continue burning after midnight 
(Rashi). 


And half of the night is designated for removing - Sm 
mo: One can derive from here that even hardened limbs are 
fit with regard to the performance of the removal of the ashes 


(Rashi). Josafot, citing Rabbeinu Yitzhak of Dampierre, hold that 
hardened limbs are never fit for the performance of the removal 
of the ashes, since they are large pieces and cannot possibly 
be considered ash. Concerning the statement that half of the 
night should be for removing, they explain that this means to 
say that the mitzva of burning the limbs does not continue 
beyond midnight and that the passage of midnight causes such 
limbs to be considered completely consumed in the sense that 
they are not returned to the fire if they were dislodged from it. 
Tosafot cite another explanation in which the Gemara means 
to teach that after midnight, hardened limbs are considered to 
have been consumed, and consequently, after performing the 
mitzva of removing actual ashes from the altar, one may then 
place such limbs on the pile of ash in the center of the altar, 
from where they may be removed from the Temple. 


How do we delay — Ynga 93°71: If the time for removal of 
the ashes commences at midnight by Torah law, it should be 
preferable to do it as soon after midnight as possible, due to 
the principle that the vigilant are early in the performance of 
mitzvot (Masoret HaShas, citing Tosafot on Yoma 20b). Rashi 
claims these words should be deleted from the text. 
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Rather, Rabbi Yohanan says: The proper time of the removal of 
the ashes is based on the following: From the fact that it is stated 
with regard to the burning of the limbs: “All night” (Leviticus 6:2), 
don’t I know that he may burn a burnt offering until the morn- 
ing? If so, what is the meaning when the verse states: “Until the 
morning”? It means: Add another morning to the morning of 
the night." Arise before dawn, as that is the time for the removal 
of the ashes. Nevertheless, there is no specific hour fixed for per- 
forming this removal, and one may remove the ashes from the 


beginning of the night. 


Therefore, every day, performing the removal at the rooster’s 
crow is sufficient. On Yom Kippur, due to the weakness of the 
High Priest, who must perform the entire Temple service on that 
day, they would hasten to remove the ashes from midnight. On 
the Festivals, during which there are many offerings" on account 
of the masses of Jewish people in Jerusalem on those days, who, 
in order to offer their sacrifices, would arrive early at the Temple, 
they would remove the ashes beginning from the end of the first 
watch, as the mishna teaches in the latter clause (Yoma 20a): The 
call of the rooster would not arrive on Festivals until the Temple 
courtyard was filled with Jews. 


§ The Gemara previously explained the mishna as saying that 
limbs that were hardened by the fire but not entirely consumed 
are not returned to the altar if they were dislodged from it after 
midnight, since the mitzva of burning has been performed and 
the limbs are considered to have been entirely consumed. It was 
stated that amora’im engage in a dispute concerning the following 
matter: In the case of limbs that separated from upon the altar 
before midnight and were returned after midnight, whereby the 
mitzva of burning was not completed by midnight, Rabba says: 


The second midnight, i.e., midnight of the following night, 
renders them consumed, and if they were dislodged from the 
altar thereafter they are not returned. Rav Hisda says: Dawn 
following the first evening renders them consumed, and if they 
were dislodged from the altar thereafter they are not returned. 


They say in the school of Rav: What is the reasoning of Rav 
Hisda, who says that dawn renders these limbs consumed? It is 
the following a fortiori inference: And if midnight, which does 
not cause the disqualification of being left overnight with regard 
to limbs that were left off the altar until that time, still causes 
consumption, i.e, limbs burned on the altar until midnight are 
considered entirely consumed, then certainly with regard to dawn, 
which causes the disqualification of being left overnight’ with 
regard to limbs that were not left off the altar until that time, isn’t 
it logical that it causes consumption?" 


These amora’im also dispute the halakha in a case where the limbs 
separated from the altar before midnight and were returned to 
the altar after dawn:" Rabba says that the second midnight ren- 
ders them consumed, and if they separated after this time they 
are not returned. Rav Hisda says: Since these limbs were 
not returned to the altar by dawn, they are never subject to 
consumption through the passage of time. Rather, they are 
returned to the altar and allowed to burn until they are reduced 
to ash. These two disputes between Rabba and Rav Hisda indicate 
that both agree that limbs not on the altar by midnight are not 
considered consumed. 


NOTES 


Add morning to the morning of the night - 13 jn 


ath ow ipa: Rashi explains that the phrase: 


of the night, 
is a referen 
which case 
at any poin 
Kohanim at 
of the nigh 


orning 
is a reference to dawn, and: Add morning, 
ce to an unspecified time before dawn, in 
the removal of the ashes may be performed 
during the night. The commentary on Torat 
ributed to the Ra'avad explains that morning 
is a reference to the second half of the night, 


whereas add morning is a reference to the first half of the 
night. A third explanation is offered by Rabbeinu Hananel, 


who says t 


he phrase: Add morning to the morning of 


the night, is not referring to a specific time at all but to a 


general assertion that the removal of 
performed at any point during the night. 


he ashes may be 


On the Festivals, during which there are many offer- 
ings — nia wD27 m>xa: After a priest performed 
the removal of the ashes, other priests would rake the 
remaining ashes into a pile in the center of the altar, and 
only then would they arrange the wood that would be 


used to offer the daily burnt offering a 


dawn (see Tamid 


28b). Accordingly, on the Festivals, when there were many 
offerings and much accumulated ash upon the altar, this 


would take 


onger. Tosafot Yeshanim (Yoma 20a) question 


this explanation, as it has little to do with the statement 


of the mish 
Festivals un 


na: The call of the rooster would not arrive on 
il the Temple courtyard was filled with Jews. 


Therefore, they suggest that the priests would hasten 


to perform 


the removal of the ashes on account of the 


masses congregating in the Temple courtyard, who might 


have inhibi 


ed the proper performance of this rite had 


it been delayed until closer to dawn (see Tiferet Yisrael 
on Yoma 1:8). 


NOTES 


Dawn, which causes the disqualification of being left 


overnight - 


ny Mbiyw mw Way: The disqualification 


of being left overnight i is derived from the verse: “Neither 


shall the fat 
(Exodus 23:1 


only at the start o 


of My feast remain all night until the morning’ 
8), indicating that the prohibition takes effect 
the morning (Rashi). 


Isn't it logical that it causes consumption — p7 ix 
Diay mwiyw: Rabba holds that limbs left overnight upon 


the altar but off 


being left o 


inference set forth by the schoo 
Rabbeinu Mena 


And were 


he pyre are not disqualified through 
vernight. Accordingly, he rejects the a fortiori 
of Rav (Tosafot, citing 


nem). 


returned after dawn - may and inn 


amw: Even though limbs left off the altar until dawn 


are disqualified 


hrough being left overnight, the mishna 


(84a) teaches that items disqualified through being left 
overnight shall not descend from the altar once they 
have ascended. 
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HALAKHA 


The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rav Yosef - yi» 315 xo: Concerning the bones 
of a burnt offering that separated from upon the altar 
before midnight, one who derives benefit from them 
is liable for misuse of consecrated property. After mid- 
night, one who derives benefit from them is not liable, 
even if they separated from the altar before midnight, 
since the passing of midnight effects consumption 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me'ila 2:12 and Mahari 
Kurkus there, and Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 6:3). 


Even if they remained on the Table, etc. -by yn box 
^d gwn: If the shewbread, along with its accompany- 
ing pe of frankincense, remained on the Table for 
several weeks, they are not disqualified (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 5:13). 
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Rav Yosef objects to this: And who shall say to us that midnight, 
specifically when the limbs are at the top of the altar, effects for 
them consumption? Perhaps anywhere that the limbs are found, 
midnight effects for them consumption. The Gemara notes: They 
sent from there, i.e., Eretz Yisrael, that the halakha is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rav Yosef," i.e., the passing of midnight 
renders all limbs consumed, regardless of their location at that time. 


It was also stated that Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba says: In the case of 
limbs that separated from upon the altar before midnight and 
were returned to the altar after midnight, one may not benefit 
from them ab initio, but if one benefited from them after the fact he 
is not liable for misuse of consecrated property," since the mitzva 
of burning is considered fulfilled after midnight has passed. And 
bar Kappara also taught: If they separated from upon the altar 
before midnight and were returned to the altar after midnight, 
the limbs are removed from being subject to liability for misuse 
of consecrated property. 


Rav Pappa said to Abaye: And since they sent from there that 
the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rav Yosef that 
midnight effects consumption even for those items left off the 
altar, and Rav Hiyya bar Abba says this as well, and bar Kappara 
also teaches that this is the halakha, then with regard to what do 
Rabba and Rav Hisda disagree? Abaye said to him: They disagree 
with regard to fatty limbs," whose consumption is delayed due to 
their surrounding fat, and consequently midnight may not effect 
consumption for these limbs. 


§ Rava raises a dilemma before Rabba: Is the disqualification 
of being left overnight effective in disqualifying limbs that are 
situated at the top of the altar at dawn but were not placed on the 
pyre, or is it not effective in disqualifying limbs that are at the top 
of the altar but were not placed on the pyre? The Gemara clarifies: 
What are the circumstances? If we say that the limbs have not 
descended from the altar, then the halakha should be obvious: Now 
that with regard to limbs that were left overnight in the Temple 
courtyard, you said in the mishna (84a) that if they ascended upon 
the altar they shall not descend, then with regard to limbs left on 
top of the altar, is it necessary to teach that they shall not descend? 


But rather, the dilemma is in a case where they were left overnight 
on top of the altar and descended from it after dawn. Do we com- 
pare limbs left overnight on top of the altar to the Table of the 
shewbread, and they are therefore returned, as we learned in a 
mishna (Menahot 100a): Even if loaves of shewbread, which are 
supposed to be replaced every Shabbat, remained on the Table" 
many days beyond Shabbat, there is nothing wrong with that, and 
the loaves are not disqualified by being left overnight. Or perhaps 
we compare the limbs to flesh left on the ground of the Temple 
courtyard, which is disqualified when left there until dawn, and 
they are not returned. 


NOTES 


One may not benefit from them but if one benefited he is not 
liable for misuse of consecrated property — povin xh) pata x»: 
One is not liable for misuse of consecrated property after the item's 
mitzva has been performed. Accordingly, one who derives benefit 
from these limbs after midnight is not liable, as the mitzva of 
burning is considered completed at that time. Even so, the Sages 
rendered it prohibited to derive benefit from them lest one use 
these limbs in a disrespectful manner (Rashi). According to Tosafot, 
it is prohibited to derive benefit from these limbs by Torah law, as 


they have become the bread of the altar. 


With regard to fatty limbs — o»awa: As explained at the begin- 
ning of the Gemara’s discussion, the halakha that midnight effects 
consumption was stated with regard to limbs that have hardened 
as a result of the fire but have not been entirely consumed. The 
Gemara explains that the disagreement between Rabba and Rav 
Hisda concerns fatty limbs, which as a result of their surrounding 
fat have not been properly consumed. According to all opinions, 
such limbs are not considered consumed with the passing of 
midnight and must be returned to the altar after midnight (see 
Rashi). 
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Rabba said to him: There is no disqualification of limbs that are 
left overnight at the top of the altar. The Gemara asks: Did Rava 
accept this response from Rabba or not? The Gemara suggests: 
Come and hear a proof from that which was stated: With regard to 
limbs that were left overnight in the Temple courtyard, the priest 
may place them upon the altar to burn them all night long provided 
that they are placed there before dawn. With regard to a limb that 
was left overnight at the top of the altar,” the priest may burn it 
forever, i.e., no matter how much time has passed. 


With regard to limbs that were left overnight on top of the altar and 
then descended from it, Rabba says that they shall ascend, while 
Rava says that they shall not ascend. Conclude from it that Rava 
did not accept the response from Rabba, as he holds here that limbs 
are disqualified when left overnight on top of the altar. The Gemara 
confirms: Indeed, conclude from it that this is so. 


§ The mishna teaches: Just as the altar sanctifies items, so too, the 
ramp and the service vessels sanctify items. With regard to this 
halakha, the Sages taught: ‘The verse states: “Whatever touches the 
altar shall be sacred” (Exodus 29:37). From here I have derived 
only that the altar sanctifies items. From where is it derived that 
the ramp sanctifies items as well? The verse states: “And you shall 
anoint ... the altar [et hamizbe‘ah]” (Exodus 40:10), and the addi- 
tion of the word et serves to include the ramp. With regard to service 
vessels, from where is it derived that they sanctify items? The verse 
states with regard to them: “Whatever touches them shall be 
sacred” (Exodus 30:29). 


Reish Lakish raises a dilemma before Rabbi Yohanan: What is the 
halakha with regard to whether service vessels sanctify disqualified 
items? Rabbi Yohanan said to him: You learned in the mishna that 
just as the altar" and the ramp sanctify items that are suited to 
them even if those items are disqualified, so too, the service vessels 
sanctify items placed in them. 


Reish Lakish said to him: The mishna indicates that service vessels 
sanctify that which is placed in them in the sense that they may no 
longer be redeemed even if they become disqualified. I raise the 
dilemma with regard to whether service vessels sanctify disqualified 
items such that they may be sacrificed ab initio." Rabbi Yohanan 
said to him: This also we learn in a mishna (84a): 


NOTES 


The altar — navan mx: Commentaries disagree as to which verse 
is referred to by the Gemara. The verse cited in the commentary, 
Exodus 40:10, appears to be the one cited by Rashi, who refers 
to: And you shall anoint the altar [umashahta et hamizbe‘ah]. 
According to the Rid, the Gemara is citing the verse: “Up for a 
pleasing aroma on the altar” (Leviticus 2:12). Rabbeinu Hillel, in 
his commentary on Torat Kohanim, quotes the verse: “Upon the 
altar” (Leviticus 6:2). 


You learned in the mishna that just as the altar, etc. - piman 
nananaig ows: According to Rashi, Rabbi Yohanan understood 
that Reish Lakish’s question was with regard to redemption, i.e., 
may a disqualified item, e.g. a ritually impure meal offering, be 
redeemed after it was placed in a service vessel, or is it sanctified 
by the vessel, in which case it may not be redeemed? Rabbi 
Yohanan answered that since the mishna teaches that service 
vessels sanctify items as the altar does, it is clear that one may 
not redeem a disqualified item placed in a service vessel, just 


as one may not redeem impure flesh that ascended upon the 
altar. According to Rabbeinu Tam (cited in Tosafot on 87b), Rabbi 
Yohanan thought that Reish Lakish was asking as follows: Are 
disqualified consecrated items that ascended upon the altar in 
a service vessel considered as if they have ascended upon the 
altar itself, i.e., does the service vessel serve as an interposition 
between the items and the altar? 

Accordingly, Rabbi Yohanan responded that the mishna is 
addressing such a case when it teaches: Just as the altar sancti- 
fies items, so too, service vessels sanctify items, i.e., they sanctify 
that which ascended upon the altar and do not serve as an 
interposition. Consequently, the response of Reish Lakish: | raise 
the dilemma with regard to whether service vessels sanctify 
disqualified items such that they may be sacrificed ab initio, is 
understood to mean: Do service vessels sanctify disqualified 
items such that one may elevate upon the altar disqualified 
items that were placed in them ab initio? 


HALAKHA 


A limb that was left overnight at the top of the altar - 
nara bw iwa i: Limbs, fats, and handfuls of meal offer- 
ings that were left overnight atop the altar are considered 
as if they were left in the Temple courtyard. Accordingly, 
if they descended from upon the altar they shall not be 
restored to it. If they did not descend from upon the altar 
they remain upon it for burning (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 3:11). 


Such that they may be sacrificed ab initio - nyna 
ap: Disqualified blood that was placed in a service 
vessel is fit for offering upon the altar ab initio. This is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan, as the 
halakha follows him when he is in disagreement with 
Reish Lakish (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMuk- 
dashin 3:19 and Mahari Kurkus there; see also 3:20 and the 
commentaries there). 
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An offering that people unfit for performing the Temple service 
collected and then sprinkled its blood shall not descend from the 
altar if it ascended. What, is it not that the mishna means that 
people unfit for performing the Temple service collected the blood 
and people unfit for performing the Temple service sprinkled it as 
well, which disqualifies it from ascending the altar? But if the collec- 
tion alone was performed by people unfit for performing the Temple 
service, although the offering becomes disqualified, those fit to 
perform the Temple service may sprinkle the blood and sacrifice 
the offering ab initio. The reason, apparently, is that service vessels 
sanctify disqualified blood such that it may be sprinkled ab initio. 


Reish Lakish rejects this proof: No, the mishna may be referring to 
two independent cases, i.e., that people unfit for performing the 
Temple service collected the blood, or that people unfit for per- 
forming the Temple service sprinkled the blood after it was col- 
lected by people who were fit for performing the Temple service. 
Accordingly, the mishna teaches only that if such offerings ascended 
the altar they shall not descend after the fact, but service vessels do 
not sanctify disqualified items such that they are offered ab initio. 


§ The Gemara raises a dilemma: Is the airspace above the altar 
considered as the altar itself, whereby items that enter this airspace 
shall not descend from the altar, or is it not considered like the altar? 
The Gemara suggests: Come and hear the mishna, which states: Just 
as the altar sanctifies items, so too, the ramp sanctifies items, and 
if they ascended upon it they shall be sacrificed upon the altar and 
shall not descend. 


And if you say that the airspace above the altar is not considered 
as the altar itself, then the airspace above the ramp as well should 
not be considered as the ramp. If so, how can one elevate the 
disqualified limbs of an offering from the ramp to the altar? The 
moment one elevates a limb from upon the ramp, it is considered 
to have descended from the ramp, and all disqualified items that 
descended shall not be returned. 


The Gemara responds: The mishna is referring to a case where the 
priest drags the offering up the ramp, but it never enters its airspace. 
The Gemara challenges: But even if he drags it up the ramp, he must 
still lift it, as there is a space between the ramp and the altar. The 
Gemara responds: Since this gap is small, only a minority of the limb 
ofan offering will be located over the gap as it passes from the ramp 
to the altar. Therefore, when a majority of the limb is on the ramp, 
the minority situated above the gap is considered as if it is on the 
ramp. Once a majority of the limb is on the altar, the minority 
situated above the gap is considered as if it is on the altar. 


The Gemara asks: If so, resolve from this mishna the dilemma that 
was raised by Rami bar Hama: Is there a connection of limbs that 
ascend upon the altar, i.e., is an offering considered a unit such that 
even those parts that do not ascend the altar shall be considered as 
if they are upon it, or is there not, and each part is considered inde- 
pendent? Based on the previous answer, resolve the dilemma by 
saying that there is a connection of limbs. The Gemara responds: 
This is not difficult, as one may indeed resolve Rami bar Hama’s 
dilemma from here. 


Rava bar Rav Hanan objects to the assumption that the airspace 
above the altar is considered as the altar itself: But if you say that 
the airspace above the altar is considered as the altar itself, then 
with regard to a bird burnt offering that one disqualified by having 
the intention to burn it beyond its designated time, i.e., the day 
after it was pinched, how can you find the circumstances for such a 
disqualification to take effect? 
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One's intent to burn an offering beyond its designated time disquali- 
fies it only when he intended to burn it during a time that he may not 
do so. Since a bird burnt offering is pinched in the airspace above the 
altar, the altar has already accepted it. Therefore, even if one delayed 
burning it until the next day, it does not descend from the altar, like 
all other offerings that are disqualified by being left overnight. 


Rav Shimi bar Ashi objects to the objection raised by Rava bar Rav 
Hanan: Why is it not possible for a bird burnt offering to be disquali- 
fied through the intention to burn it beyond its designated time? You 

find it in a case where he says: I am hereby pinching it in order to 

take it down from the altar tomorrow and thereafter sacrifice it and 

burn it. If he takes it down from the altar the next day, he may not 

subsequently return it there for burning, as all disqualified items that 
have descended from the altar shall not be returned to it. Accordingly, 
even if the airspace above the altar is considered as the altar itself, a 

bird burnt offering can still be disqualified with such intention. 


The Gemara questions the objection of Rav Shimi bar Ashi: This 
works out well according to the opinion of Rava, who says that the 
disqualification of being left overnight is effective even when the 
offering is at the top of the altar. Accordingly, if he were to take the 
bird burnt offering down from the altar the next day, he may not 
restore it to the altar for burning. But this is difficult according to 
the opinion of Rabba, who says: The disqualification of being left 
overnight is not effective when the offering is at the top of the altar, 
and therefore even if the next day he removed the bird burnt offering 
from the altar, he must return it there to burn it, as it has not been 
disqualified. If so, his intention is not significant, i.e., he does not 
disqualify a bird burnt offering with such intention. 


Rav Shimi bar Ashi responds: According to the opinion of Rabba 
as well, you find a case of a bird burnt offering that is disqualified 
due to one’s intention, such as where he says: I am hereby pinch- 
ing it in order to take it down from the altar before dawn and to 
then sacrifice it after dawn. In such a case, where the offering is 
removed from the altar before dawn, even Rabba would agree that 
one’s intention renders a bird burnt offering disqualified by being 
left overnight. 


Rav Shimi bar Ashi adds: Irrespective of the validity of the proof of 
Rava bar Rav Hanan, in any event, resolve the issue to this side, i.e., 
in favor of the claim that the airspace above the altar is considered 
as the altar itself. As if it enters your mind that the airspace above 
the altar is not considered as the altar, 


then with regard to the case of a disqualified bird sin offering" that 
was pinched at the top of the altar, how does one sprinkle from its 
blood on the wall of the altar? When the priest raises the bird in his 
hand in order to sprinkle its blood, the bird is considered to have 
descended from upon the altar and he cannot sprinkle its blood, as 
the halakha with regard to all disqualified items is that once they have 
descended from upon the altar they shall not ascend. Likewise, con- 
cerning the blood of other offerings that were disqualified that 
ascended upon the altar, how does he sprinkle from their blood,” 
since it is sprinkled from the airspace above the altar? Rather, it must 
be that the airspace above the altar is considered as the altar. 


Other offerings that were disqualified 


NOTES 


that ascended upon ascended upon the altar shall not descend. According to the 


the altar, how does he sprinkle from their blood — Dips agw opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua, all disqualified blood descends from 
mv ind PRD: This discussion is based on the opinion of thealtar (Rashi). 


Rabban Gamliel i in the mishna (83a) that 


disqualified blood that 


rom the publisher 


NOTES 

Disqualified bird sin offering - maps ‘iyo Oxon: 
Although a bird sin offering is pinched with the priest 
standing on the ground ab initio, it is not disqualified if 
it was pinched with the priest standing on the altar. The 
Gemara is referring to a different disqualification that took 
place on the altar, e.g., it was not pinched for the sake of 
a sin offering. Such a bird shall not descend from the altar, 
but its blood must still be sprinkled on the lower part of 
the wall of the altar. 
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The Gemara rejects this proof: It is possible that in such cases one 
does not sprinkle the blood in its normal fashion, but in such a 
manner that he presses it against the wall of the altar immediately 
without the blood passing through the air. The Gemara rejects 
this suggestion: Is this considered sprinkling? It is squeezing, an 
act that is performed for a bird burnt offering, not for a bird sin 
offering. Likewise, if one sprinkles the blood of other disqualified 
offerings in this manner, is this sprinkling? It is pouring. 


And furthermore, with regard to a disqualified bird burnt offer- 
ing, is the manner of sprinkling in such a fashion?" And in the 
case of other disqualified offerings, is the manner of sprinkling 
in such a fashion? It is not. Rather, the airspace above the altar 
must be considered as the altar. 


Rav Ashi said: If the question concerns a case where the priest 
held the blood or limbs while standing at the top of the altar, 
they would indeed be considered as having ascended the altar, 
and shall not descend from it. But when the dilemma was stated 
with regard to the airspace above the altar, it was with regard 
to an instance where he suspended them with a pole above 
the altar, while he himself stood on the floor of the Temple court- 
yard. What is the halakha in such a case? The Gemara responds 
that the dilemma shall stand unresolved." 

The mishna elaborates on the halakha 


MI SHN taught in the previous mishna (86a) that 


service vessels sanctify items placed in them. The service vessels 
used for liquids sanctify only liquids used in the service, and 
the service vessels that serve as dry measures sanctify only dry 
items used in the service. The service vessels used for liquids do 
not sanctify" dry items, and the service vessels used for dry 
items do not sanctify liquids. With regard to sacred vessels 
that were perforated," if one continues to utilize them for a 
use similar to the use" for which they would utilize them previ- 
ously when they were whole, they continue to sanctify their 
contents. And if not, they do not sanctify their contents. And all 
of these vessels sanctify items only when they are in the sacred 
area," i.e., the Temple courtyard. 


NOTES 


And furthermore, is the manner of sprinkling in such a 
fashion — 723 myt 177 Tit: Although it appears in the stan- 
dard version of the Talmud, the word: Furthermore, does not 
appear in any manuscripts of the Gemara. Instead, the texts 
states: And is the manner of sprinkling in such a fashion, indi- 
cating that this is not an additional question, but an explana- 
tion, or clarification, of the previous one. Some commentaries 
explain the standard version of the text as follows: Pressing the 
bird to the altar is not sprinkling, but squeezing, and pressing a 
limb to the altar is not sprinkling, but pouring. And furthermore, 
even if it is considered neither squeezing nor pouring, it is 
certainly not considered sprinkling (Hok Natan). 


Similar to the use — max pyn: For example, a measure 
that was once used for measuring one hin and is now used 
to measure one-half of a hin is considered a vessel that has a 
use similar to when it was whole, i.e., it measures (Rabbeinu 
Hillel, in his commentary on Torat Kohanim). Rabbi Shimshon 
of Saens explains that the mishna is referring to a vessel whose 
function has not changed as a result of the damage it suffered, 
e.g., a vessel that was not normally filled to the top and that 
was perforated at its top, such that it may still be filled to the 
same level as before. 


HALAKHA 


The dilemma shall stand unresolved - 1n: The airspace 
above the altar is considered as the altar itself. There is no 
difference between a case where the priest held a limb in his 
hand and a case where he suspended it above the altar with 
a pole (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 3:12, 
and see Kesef Mishne and Mahari Kurkus there). 


Vessels used for liquids do not sanctify, etc. - nbn 13 px 
"131 nw: Vessels used for liquids do not sanctify dry items. 
Similarly, vessels used for dry items do not sanctify liquids (Ram- 
bam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 3:19). 


With regard to sacred vessels that were perforated, etc. — 
ADIP WTIPT 13: Service vessels sanctify only when they 
are whole. In a case where they became perforated, if one 
continues to utilize them for a use similar to the use for which 
they would utilize them previously when they were whole, they 
continue to sanctify their contents. If they are not used for a 
similar purpose, they do not sanctify their contents (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 3:20). 


Sanctify only when they are in the sacred area — pwp px 
wripa Kby: Service vessels sanctify that which is placed in 
them when they are inside the Temple (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 3:20). 
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E E M ARA With regard to the statement of the mishna 


that the vessels used for liquids do not sanctify 
dry items, Shmuel says: The Sages taught this halakha only with 
regard to measures used for liquids, i.e., wine or oil. But cups, which 
are used for collecting the blood of offerings, sanctify dry items as 
well,” as it is stated in the verse: “One silver cup of seventy shekels, 
after the shekel of the sanctuary; both of them full of fine flour min- 
gled with oil for a meal offering” (Numbers 7:13), indicating that the 
cups were also fashioned for use with flour, a dry item. 


Rav Aha of Difti said to Ravina: The meal offering of the verse is also 
considered a liquid, as it is mixed with oil, and one cannot derive from 
it the halakha with regard to items that are entirely dry. Ravina said to 
him: The verse cited by Shmuel was only necessary to derive the 
halakha of the dry portions of a meal offering, teaching that even flour 
that remained dry because it did not get thoroughly mixed with the 
oil is sanctified by the cups as well. If you wish, say instead: A meal 
offering, even though it is mixed with oil, is, in comparison to blood, 
considered as a dry item. Accordingly, one can derive from the verse 
that the cups sanctify all dry items. 


Additionally, Shmuel says: Service vessels sanctify items only when 
the vessels are whole, i.e., they do not have a hole; they sanctify only 
full’ measures," i.e., when they contain a measurement fit for offering; 
and they sanctify items only from within them and not items that 
merely touched their exterior. And some say there is another version 
of the statement of Shmuel: Service vessels sanctify items only when 
the vessels are whole, and when they contain full measures, and from 
inside." 


The Gemara asks: What is the difference between these two versions? 
The Gemara responds: The difference between them is with regard to 

heaping measures." According to the first version, that service vessels 

sanctify only items that are within them, nothing that overflows is 

included. The Gemara notes that it was taught in a baraita in accor- 
dance with both versions: Service vessels sanctify items only when 
they are whole, and only full measurements, and from within them, 
and inside. 


With regard to the halakha that service vessels sanctify only full 
measurements, Rabbi Asi says that Rabbi Yohanan says: They taught 
this halakha only when the priest's initial intention was not to add 
to that which was already placed inside the vessel. But if his initial 
intention was to add, then each initial amount placed in the vessel 
becomes sacred, no matter how small. 


This distinction is also taught in a baraita: With regard to the halakha 
that service vessels sanctify full measurements, full measurements are 
nothing other than whole measurements. Rabbi Yosei said: When 
are full measurements whole ones? It is at a time that the priest’s 
intention was not to add. But ifhis intention was to add, each initial 
amount is sacred. 


§ The mishna teaches that the service vessels used for liquids do not 
sanctify dry items. With regard to this halakha, Rav says, and some 
say that Rav Asi says: The service vessels used for liquids do not 
sanctify dry items to permit them for sacrifice upon the altar, but they 
sanctify dry items in order for the items to be disqualified by them, 
i.e., dry items placed in such vessels may be disqualified by that which 
disqualifies only sanctified items, e.g. if they are touched by one who 
immersed that day, or if they emerged from the Temple courtyard. 


NOTES 


HALAKHA 
But cups sanctify dry items as well — nipa bax 
pepa: The halakha that service vessels sanctify 
only those items fit for them was stated only with 
regard to measures. Cups sanctify both liquids and 
dry items (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 3:19). 


Reproduction of a cup used in the Temple 


They sanctify only full measures, etc. — }>W71}712 px 
3) pxdn Kby: Service vessels sanctify only that 
which is placed inside them, and they sanctify only 
when they are full. Measures sanctify incomplete 
amounts only when one initially intended to fill 
the entire measure. If one did not intend to fill the 
measure, that which is placed inside the vessel is 
sanctified only with regard to disqualifying it. The 
commentaries explain that even though the state- 
ment of Rav concerned the halakha that vessels 
used for liquids do not sanctify dry items, the Ram- 
bam's text of the Gemara lacked the introductory 
phrase indicating that Rav was in fact qualifying 
that halakha and not the preceding baraita (Ram- 
bam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 3:20, 
and Mahari Kurkus and Lehem Mishne there). 


Heaping measures — nima »¥99"3: Both the interiors 
and the exteriors of measures used for liquids were 
anointed and sanctified. With regard to vessels 
used for dry items, only their interiors were sancti- 
fied. Accordingly, the overflow of a measure used 
for liquids is sanctified, whereas the overflow of a 
measure used for dry items is not (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 1:19). 


Full - pn: Rashi explains that this is referring to a full mea- 
surement, i.e., one fit for the particular offering currently being 
prepared, for example, one-tenth or two-tenths of an ephah. If 
it was filled with an incomplete measurement, the vessel does 
not sanctify the item placed inside it. Other early commentaries 
explain that this is referring to a full vessel, i.e., the vessel was 
filled to its capacity, which is also a complete measurement. 


Accordingly, if the capacity of the vessel was larger than the 
measurement of a meal offering, a proper measurement of 
flour placed inside it is not sanctified by it (commentary on 
Torat Kohanim attributed to Ra’avad; Rid). 


And from inside — 0393: According to Rashi, this means that 
the vessel sanctifies items only when it is inside the Temple 


courtyard. Tosafot object to this understanding, as the fact that 
the mishna uses the term: In the sacred, indicates that this is 
not the meaning of the phrase in the Gemara. Accordingly, they 
explain, citing Rabbeinu Hayyim, that the Gemara means that in 
a case where one fashioned a receptacle in the exterior of a ser- 
vice vessel, items placed inside that receptacle are not sanctified 
by the vessel, as only the interior of the vessel sanctifies items. 
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BACKGROUND 


First fruits - wna: The first fruits of the new harvest were 
given to the priests (see Deuteronomy 26:1-11). When the 
Temple stood, a farmer would select the first fruits of the 
seven types of fruit with which Eretz Yisrael is specially 
avored: Wheat, barley, grapes, figs, pomegranates, olives, 
and dates (see Deuteronomy 8:8). By rabbinic law, at leas 
one-sixtieth of the harvest must be brought as first fruits. 
The farmer would bring these fruits to the Temple in a basket, 
place them before the altar, and recite a prayer of apprecia- 
ion to God (see Deuteronomy 26:3-10). Afterward, the frui 
was given to the priests and eaten under the same provi- 
sions that govern teruma. The first fruits were brought to 
he Temple between the festivals of Shavuot and Sukkot. | 
hey were not brought within this period, an extension was 
granted until Hanukkah, but in that case the verses were no 
recited. An entire tractate of the Mishna, Bikkurim, is devoted 
o the halakhot and practices governing this mitzva. 


Natron — 12: This word most likely refers to sodium carbon- 
ate, which commonly occurs as a clear crystal. While sodium 
carbonate naturally occurs in desert terrains, in ancient times 
it was extracted from the ash of algae. It is easily dissolved in 
water, and when mixed with water causes a strong reaction 
that dissolves fats. For this reason, this solution was used as 
a detergent from biblical times. 


Soap bay: Several plants found in Eretz Yisrael are referred 
to as ahal. One of them, nicknamed the ice plant, scientifi- 
cally known as Mesembryanthemum crystallinum L., sprouts 
annually and grows in the coastal plain of Eretz Yisrael, on 
rocks and walls facing the Mediterranean Sea. It is referred 
to as the ice plant on account of the sacs that sprout from 
the plant, which appear like crystals. This plant contains a 
large amount of soda, and was therefore used for laundering 
and bathing. 


Crystalline ice plant 
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There are those who teach this statement with regard to this 
halakha: One may not bring meal offerings, or libations, or 
meal offerings accompanying an animal, or first fruits,’ from 
a mixture containing teruma, since that which may not be 
consumed by all Jews may not be used for an offering. And need- 
less to say, one may not bring these items from the fruit of a tree 
that is orla, i.e., a tree during the first three years after its planting, 
from which it is prohibited to eat, or from diverse kinds sown 
in a vineyard, both of which are prohibited for consumption to 
priests as well. And if he brought an offering from them, it is 
not sanctified. With regard to this issue, Rav says, and some 
say that Rav Asi says: It is not sanctified for sacrifice upon the 
altar, but it is sanctified in order to be disqualified. 


§ With regard to perforated vessels, the Sages taught: In the case 
of sacred vessels that were perforated," one may not melt" 
them in order to seal the perforation, and one may not melt lead 
into them for such a purpose. If the vessels were damaged, one 
may not repair them. Concerning a knife that was damaged," 
one may not sharpen the spot of its damage. If the blade sepa- 
rated from the handle, one may not restore it. Abba Shaul says: 
There was a certain knife in the Temple whose metal was soft 
and easily damaged, such that when used it would often render 
animals prohibited," thereby disqualifying them. Accordingly, 
the priests voted concerning it, and elected to hide it. 


The Sages taught: Priestly vestments are not fashioned 
by needlework, i.e., by stitching various parts together, but 
rather through woven work," whereby the entire garment is 
initially woven into one entity, as it is stated: “Woven work” 
(Exodus 28:32). If the garments were soiled one may not laun- 
der them, neither with natron? nor with soap,’ two common 
detergents. 


HALAKHA 


Meal offerings or libations or meal offerings accompanying 
an animal or first fruits, from a mixture — nna w293 Nin 
raya ya wN Waa: One may not bring as a meal offering 
of as a libation untithed produce, nor produce from the new 
crop before the omer offering is brought, nor produce from a 
mixture of teruma and non-sacred produce. Needless to say, 
one may not bring meal offerings or libations from the fruit 
of a tree during the first three years after its planting, nor from 
diverse kinds sown in a vineyard. If one brought an offering 
from the aforementioned items, it is not sanctified for offering 
upon the altar, but it is sanctified in order to disqualify it, and it 
is considered an offering that was disqualified (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei Mizbe‘ah 5:9). 


Sacred vessels that were perforated — 1apaw wip 13: With 
regard to service vessels that were perforated or cracked, one 


may not seal them. Instead, they are melted down and new 
vessels are fashioned from them (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Kelei HaMikdash 1:14). 


A knife that was damaged, etc. — ^3) 0393¥ p29: With regard 
to the service vessels, one does not sharpen a damaged knife, as 
there is no poverty in a place of wealth. Similarly, one does not 
restore the blade of a knife to its handle if they separated from 
one another. Instead, these knives are placed in a repository 
beside the Sanctuary, located between the Sanctuary and the 
Entrance Hall, on the southern side, known as the Chamber of 
Knives (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 115). 


Woven work — atix mwyn: Priestly vestments are not fashioned 
by the work of a needle but by the work of weaving (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 8:19, and see Mahari Kurkus 
there). 


NOTES 


From a mixture — yayvan p3: Rashi explains that the mixture 
cited in the Gemara is the same as that mentioned in other 
places throughout the Gemara, i.e., a mixture of teruma and 
non-sacred produce. Even though such a mixture is permitted 
to the priests for consumption, only items permitted to all Jews 
may be brought as offerings, as the verse states: “From the 
well-watered pastures of Israel” (Ezekiel 45:15), from which the 
Sages derived this halakha (see Pesahim 45a). Tosafot reject this 
understanding, instead explaining that the Gemara is referring 
to a mixture of permitted items and prohibited ones, such as 
permitted fruits intermingled with orla. 


One may not melt, etc. -^3 pm px: That is to say, one may 
not repair them in any fashion, due to the principle of: There is 
no poverty in a place of wealth; the Temple is a place of wealth, 
where one must act in a lavish manner. Nevertheless, sacred 


vessels that are damaged may not be used for any common 
purpose, as their sanctity is eternal. Instead, they are melted 
down and fashioned into new sacred vessels (Rambam). 


A knife in the Temple that would render animals prohibited - 
naw pad: Rashi explains that this is referring to a knife whose 
blade was rather malleable and easily damaged, and after each 
ime it was damaged the priests would smoothen the blade. 
Even though it is prohibited to repair a damaged knife used in 
he Temple service, this is only with regard to significant dam- 
age whose repair is easily noticed. Since the damage caused 
o this knife was considered minor and any repairs were not 
readily noticeable, its repair was permitted (Mahari Kurkus; Hok 
Natan). Others explain that it is permitted to repair a damaged 
nife by heating it in a fire and thereafter cooling it in water 
(Hiddushei Batra). 
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The Gemara asks: But may it be inferred from this that with water 
one may launder the priestly vestments? Abaye said: This is what 
the baraita is saying: If the dirtied garments have only reached 
the point where laundering them with water alone would suffice, 
one may launder them with natron and soap, as they are not 
considered soiled. 


But if the garments became so dirty that they reached a point that 
laundering them would require the use of natron or soap, then 
one may not launder them, even with water. And some say: One 
may not launder the priestly vestments at all," even if laundering 
them with water would suffice, because there is no poverty in a 
place of wealth,*i-e., only priestly vestments that were clean as new 
should be worn, as is befitting the Temple service, and those that 
were laundered should not be worn. 


§ With regard to the priestly vestments, the Sages taught in a 
baraita: The robe of the High Priest" was sewn entirely of sky-blue 
wool,’ as it is stated: “And he made the robe of the ephod of 
woven work, all of sky-blue wool” (Exodus 39:22). With regard to 
its skirts, concerning which it states: “And they made upon the 
skirts of the robe pomegranates of sky blue, and purple, and scarlet, 
twined” (Exodus 39:24.), how were they fashioned?" The tailor 
brings sky-blue wool, and purple wool, and scarlet wool, which 
are twined together, and fashions them to appear as pomegran- 
ates that have not opened their mouths, i.e., they are sewn in the 
appearance of pomegranates that are not yet ripe enough for the 
crown on top to open, and as the cones [konaot]' of the helmets 
[kenasot]' that are found on the heads of children. 


BACKGROUND 


There is no poverty in a place of wealth - nipaa nvay px 
Mwy: Since the Temple is the splendor of the Jewish people, 
and the entire community supplies its needs, the Sages applied 
he principle that the community is not poor. Consequently, 
it would be denigrating for the Temple to be run on a tight 
budget, in the economical fashion of the household of a pauper. 
For this reason, everything for the Temple is performed in an 
affluent and resplendent manner. 


Sky-blue wool - nhan: This refers to a special sky-blue dye 
tekhelet] produced from a species of snail. In talmudic times 
tekhelet was already quite rare, and the means of preparing it, 
including the species of snail used, were eventually forgotten. 
n recent generations efforts have been made to identify the 
snail and to resume use of tekhelet. 

In the Torah (Numbers 15:38) there is a positive mitzva to use 
wool dyed this color for ritual fringes. One of the four threads of 
the fringes must be dyed with tekhelet, and it is wound around 
the other threads. Fulfillment of the mitzva to wear fringes is 
not contingent on one of the threads being dyed, and today 
the vast majority of ritual fringes are made without the dyed 
thread. In addition, wool dyed this color was used in the priestly 
vestments. Some of these, such as the sash, the ephod, and 
the breastplate, have elements that consist of wool dyed with 
tekhelet, and the robe is woven entirely with wool dyed sky blue. 


Reproduction of the High Priest's sky-blue robe 


HALAKHA 


One may not launder the priestly vestments at all — jx 
Wy bs [Dix poaza: Any priestly vestment that became 
especially dirty may not be whitened, nor may it be laun- 
dered. Instead, its threads are used for preparing wicks, and 
the priest dons new garments. The Kesef Mishne explains 
that the Rambam rules in accordance with the latter opinion 
in the baraita, that there is no poverty in a place of wealth 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 8:5). 


The robe of the High Priest - bina ine) bw Dyn: The robe 
of the High Priest was made entirely from sky- blue wool 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 9:3). 


Its skirts, how were they fashioned - 7x3 vow: How 
are the skirts of the robe fashioned? A tailor takes sky-blue 
wool, purple wool, and scarlet wool, each type twisted 
eightfold for a total of twenty-four threads, and fashions 
them to appear as pomegranates that have not opened, 
and thereafter suspends them from the robe. He then takes 
seventy-two bells and seventy-two clappers, all fashioned 
of gold, and suspends thirty-six pairs of bells and clappers 
on either side of the robe, whereby the bells are suspended 
between the pomegranates (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Kelei HaMikdash 9:4). 


LANGUAGE 
Cones [konaot] — nixzip: Apparently from the Greek word 
K@voc, konos, which refers to a sharp point or cone. 


Helmets [kenasot] — nipyp: A corruption of kelasot, from the 
Latin term galea, meaning helmet. 


Reproduction of a Roman centurion’s helmet from the second century CE 
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NOTES 


And he suspends them on the skirts [vetoleh bahen] - 
ma abim: Rashi explains the word: On them [bahen], in 
the sense of: Next to them, i.e., the bells were suspended 
in between the pomegranates. According to Rashi, this 
is the explanation of the phrase “between the pome- 
granates” used by the Torah, which is explicated in the 
subsequent verse: “A bell and a pomegranate, a bell and 
a pomegranate, upon the skirts of the robe around it’ and 
this is the explanation of Targum Onkelos as well. In Ram- 
ban’s Commentary on the Torah it is explained that the 
bells were placed inside the pomegranates, which also 
appears to be the straightforward understanding of the 
baraita, as the word bahen generally means: In them (Sefat 
Emet, see Or HaHayyim). 


Thirty-six on this side, etc. — ^3) m T¥a TWH) myw: 
According to Rashi, who explains that the priestly robe 
resembled a tunic, the Gemara is referring to the front and 
back sides of the robe. According to the Rambam and the 
Ramban, who hold that the robe was open in the front 
on the bottom, the baraita is referring to the right and left 
sides of the robe. See also the Radbaz, who understood 
that according to the Rambam, the robe was open in the 
back as well. 
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And in order to fulfill that which is stated: “And they made bells 
of pure gold, and put the bells between the pomegranates” (Exo- 
dus 39:25), he brings seventy-two bells, i.e., the outer part of 
bells, made from gold, that contain inside them seventy-two 
bell clappers, and he suspends them on the skirts: Thirty-six 
of each, i.e., pomegranates and bells, on this side" of the robe, 
and thirty-six of each on that side, as the verse states: “A bell 
and a pomegranate, a bell and a pomegranate, upon the skirts of 
the robe around it” (Exodus 39:26). Rabbi Dosa says in the 
name of Rabbi Yehuda: There were thirty-six bells suspended 
around the skirt, eighteen from this side and eighteen from 
that side. 


Rabbi Inini bar Sason says: Just as there is a disagreement 
here between tanna’im with regard to the total number of bells 
suspended around the skirt of the robe of the High Priest, so 
is there a disagreement between tanna’im with regard to the 
total number of shades of leprous marks. As we learned in 
a mishna (Nega’im 1:4): With regard to the total number of 
shades of leprous marks, Rabbi Dosa ben Harkinas says: 
There are thirty-six, while Akavya ben Mahalalel says: There 
are seventy-two. 


§ The Gemara cites another statement of this sage: And Rabbi 
Inini bar Sason says: Why was the passage in the Torah that 
discusses offerings (Leviticus, chapters 1-7) juxtaposed to the 
passage that discusses the priestly vestments (Leviticus, chap- 
ter 8)? It was juxtaposed to tell you that just as offerings effect 
atonement, so too, priestly vestments effect atonement. 


The tunic atones for bloodshed, as it is stated with regard to 
the brothers of Joseph after they plotted to kill him: “And they 
killed a goat, and dipped the tunic in the blood” (Genesis 
37:31). The trousers atone for forbidden sexual relations, as 
it is stated with regard to fashioning the priestly vestments: 
“And you shall make them linen trousers to cover the flesh of 
their nakedness” (Exodus 28:42). The mitre atones for the 
arrogant. From where is this derived? Rabbi Hanina says: It is 
logical that an item that is placed at an elevation, i.e., on the 
head ofa priest, shall come and atone for the sin of an elevated 
heart. 


Rabbi Inini bar Sason continues: The belt atones for thought 
of the heart. The Gemara elaborates: The belt atones for the sins 
occurring where it is situated, i.e., over the heart. The breast- 
plate of the High Priest atones for improper judgments, as it is 
stated: “And you shall make a breastplate of judgment” (Exo- 
dus 28:15). The ephod of the High Priest atones for idol worship, 
as it is stated: “And without ephod or teraphim” (Hosea 3:4), 
meaning that when there is no ephod, the sin of teraphim, i.e., 
idol worship, is found. Therefore, it may be inferred that if there 
is an ephod, there is no sin of idol worship. 


‘The robe of the High Priest atones for malicious speech. From 
where is this known? Rabbi Hanina says: It is logical that an 
item that produces sound, i.e., the robe, which has bells, shall 
come and atone for an evil sound. And the frontplate of the 
High Priest atones for brazenness. This is derived from the 
fact that with regard to the frontplate it is written: “And it 
shall be upon Aaron’s forehead” (Exodus 28:38), and with 
regard to brazenness it is written: “And you had a harlot’s 
forehead” (Jeremiah 3:3). 


The Gemara asks: Is that so, that the priestly vestments atone 
for these sins? But doesn’t Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi say: 
There are two matters that we do not find for them an atone- 
ment with offerings, but we find for them an atonement 
from another place, and they are: Bloodshed and malicious 
speech. 
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With regard to bloodshed, its atonement comes from the heifer 

whose neck is broken.’ This is referring to a case where a murdered 

body is found but the identity of the murderer is not known. In 

such an instance, the Torah mandates that the neck of a heifer must 

be broken as an atonement for the murder. And with regard to mali- 
cious speech, its atonement comes from incense, as Rav Hananya 

teaches in a baraita: From where is it derived that the incense 

effects atonement? As it is stated after the Israelites spoke slander- 
ously against Moses and Aaron and a plague was sent against them: 

“And he put on the incense, and made atonement for the people” 
(Numbers 17:12). 


The Gemara continues: And similarly, the school of Rabbi Yishmael 
teaches:’ For what does incense effect atonement? It effects atone- 
ment for malicious speech, in order that an item that is offered in 
private, i.e., the incense, which is offered by a priest acting alone, 
shall come and atone for an action generally occurring in private, 
i.e., malicious speech. 


Accordingly, there is a difficulty between that which is stated with 
regard to malicious speech and that which is stated with regard to 
malicious speech, as according to Rabbi Inini bar Sason the robe 
atones for malicious speech, whereas according to the baraita it is 
only the incense that effects atonement for that transgression. Like- 
wise, there is a difficulty between that which is stated with regard to 
bloodshed and that which is stated with regard to bloodshed, as 
according to Rabbi Inini bar Sason the tunic effects atonement for 
bloodshed, whereas according to the baraita only the heifer whose 
neck is broken effects atonement for it. 


The Gemara answers: With regard to bloodshed, it is not difficult, as 
this, the tunic, effects atonement for bloodshed in an instance where 
it is known who killed the victim, and this, the heifer, effects atone- 
ment in an instance where it is not known who killed the victim. 
The Gemara challenges: If it is known who killed the victim, that 
man is deserving of death, and there is no atonement for the com- 
munity otherwise, as it is stated: “And no atonement can be made for 
the land for the blood that is shed within it, but by the blood of him 
that shed it” (Numbers 35:33). The Gemara responds: It is referring 
to a case where he murdered intentionally but witnesses did not 
forewarn him" of the consequences of committing murder. Therefore, 
the court may not execute him, as no earthly punishment may be 
administered without forewarning. 


And with regard to the contradiction between that which is stated 
with regard to malicious speech and that which is stated with regard 
to malicious speech, it is also not difficult. This, the incense, effects 
atonement for malicious speech spoken in private, whereas this, 
the robe, on which the bells that produce noise are placed, effects 
atonement for malicious speech spoken in public. 


BACKGROUND 


Heifer whose neck is broken - nany may: When a mur- 
der victim's corpse is found outside a town and it is not 
known who caused his death, the following procedure 
is observed (see Deuteronomy 21:1-9): First, judges who 
are members of the Great Sanhedrin come to measure 
the distance between the corpse and the nearest towns, 
to determine which town must perform the rite of the 
heifer whose neck is broken. This measurement is carried 
out even if it is clear which town is closest to the corpse. 
Afterward, the elders of that town bring a heifer that has 
never been used for any labor, and they break its neck in 
a riverbed that has not been tilled. The elders wash their 
hands and make a statement absolving themselves of 
guilt. If the murderer is discovered before the heifer has 
been killed, the rite is not performed. 


The school of Rabbi Yishmael teaches — ¢37 ¢37 39 
Deyny: Even though writing down the Oral Torah was 
permitted, most of it was not recorded. Some say that 
the Mishna itself was not written down at the time of its 
redaction. Therefore, many tannaitic statements, such 
as the Tosefta and other baraitot, were preserved and 
transmitted orally. 

Each Sage was expected to commit the entire Mishna, 
as well as a significant number of other tannaitic state- 
ments, to memory. Complete mastery of all of these 
sources was the province of the tannaʻ'im, experts at 
memorization who memorized massive amounts of 
material and were capable of reciting it on demand. 
Often, the most prominent of these tanna’‘im were affili- 
ated with the study hall of one of the Sages, where they 
served as living anthologies of this material. 


NOTES 


Intentionally but they did not forewarn him - xy via 
ANIN: An individual who commits this transgression 
does not achieve atonement through the tunic. Rather, 
suffering will find him in other manners (Rashi, citing 
Arakhin 16a; see also Sanhedrin 37b and Tosafot here). 
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The primary focus of this chapter was one matter: What is the halakha with regard 
to sacrificial items that are disqualified from ascending the altar and being sacrificed, 
yet nevertheless they ascended upon the altar? 


Allagree that only those disqualified items fit for the altar have already been sanctified 
by the altar and shall not descend. Those items that were never fit, whether because 
they were never sanctified in a service vessel or because their disqualification deemed 
them entirely unfit as an offering, shall descend. Likewise, those portions of a fit 
offering that are themselves not fit to be sacrificed but are instead eaten, e.g., the 
meat of offerings of the most sacred order or of offerings of lesser sanctity, are not 
considered fit for the altar and shall descend if they ascended. 


The Sages disagreed as to whether an item fit for the altar must be fit for consumption 
by the fire upon the altar, or must merely be fit for ascending the altar, which would 
include blood and libations as well. It was concluded that only those items fit for 
consumption by the fire shall not descend, whereas other disqualified sacrificial items 
shall descend if they ascended the altar. In addition, those libations accompanying 
an offering shall descend from the altar, although the offering itself shall remain. 


The halakha that certain items shall not descend if they ascended the altar applies only 
where they ascended and remained on the altar. Nevertheless, if they descended they 
may not be returned to it. In addition, with regard to those items that shall descend 
from the altar even if they ascended, specific guidelines were given for removing them 
from the altar so that it would not be done in a dishonorable manner. 


It was similarly established that just as the altar sanctifies items that are fit for it, so 
too, the ramp and service vessels sanctify items that are fit for them. Accordingly, 
items that ascended upon the ramp and are fit for it shall not descend, and items fit 
for service vessels that are placed in them are sanctified and may never be redeemed. 
Several conditions were established as to when vessels sanctify items and which items 
each vessel can sanctify. 


As a result of the chapter’s primary discussion relating to the halakhot of disquali- 
fied items that ascended the altar, other halakhot were clarified as well, such as the 
halakha with regard to sacrificial portions that separated from the altar. In this case, 
the Gemara concluded that if some substance remains to the separated limb it must 
be returned to the altar to be burned. It was also clarified that the airspace above 
the altar is considered as the altar itself with regard to the halakha that items that 
ascended upon the altar shall not descend. 


The chapter concluded with a discussion concerning the various priestly vestments 
and the sins for which each one atones. 
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Besides the burnt offering of the morning, which is for a 
daily burnt offering, you shall offer these. 


(Numbers 28:23) 


And he shall bring them to the priest, and he shall offer that 
which is for the sin offering first, and pinch off its head close 
by its neck, but shall not divide it asunder. And he shall 
sprinkle of the blood of the sin offering upon the side of the 
altar; and the rest of the blood shall be drained out at the 
base of the altar; it is a sin offering. And he shall prepare 
the second for a burnt offering, according to the ordinance; 
and the priest shall make atonement for him as concerning 
his sin which he has sinned, and he shall be forgiven. 
(Leviticus 5:8-10) 


And the Lord spoke to Aaron: And I, behold, I have given 
you the charge of My heave offerings; of all the sacred things 
of the children of Israel to you I have given them for a conse- 
crated portion, and to your sons, as a due forever. 


(Numbers 18:8) 


Dilemmas concerning the precedence of one action over another can arise in many 
instances: Whenever there is an opportunity to fulfill two mitzvot at the same time 
one must decide which of them to perform first. Such dilemmas are discussed in 
various places in the Talmud. This chapter focuses on dilemmas that involve the 
sacrificial rites of the offerings, primarily the order of precedence in the sacrificing 
of different offerings. 


On many occasions, for instance on Festivals, numerous communal offerings must 
be sacrificed. Some of the various offerings are of different types, and some are of 
the same type, e.g., the multiple additional offerings brought when the New Year, 
which is also the New Moon, occurs on Shabbat. With regard to individual offer- 
ings as well, one may bring several different offerings concurrently, and the priests 
regularly deal with numerous individuals bringing offerings at the same time. It is 
therefore essential to set forth clear principles with regard to the order in which the 
different offerings are sacrificed. Even when these principles have been established, 
it may happen that the implementation of the different principles contradict each 
other in a particular situation, and therefore the Gemara discusses which principle 
supersedes the other. 


The chapter also discusses the principles of precedence with regard to consump- 
tion of the offerings. The principles governing the order in which the offerings are 
consumed are not always identical to those that have to do with the sacrificial rites 
of the offerings, and therefore they are elucidated separately. 


The discussion concerning the principles governing the consumption of the offer- 
ings leads to a discussion concerning the manner in which the offerings are eaten: 
Is there a particular manner in which the flesh of the offerings must be prepared for 
consumption, or may each priest prepare and cook his portion however he desires? 


The chapter concludes with a discussion pertaining to the oil consumed by the priests, 
and by extension the various usages of oil in the Temple service. Oil is required not 
only for the lamps of the Candelabrum but also for the meal offerings, libations, and 
the purification ritual of the leper. The last topic explored in the chapter is whether 
one may contribute a gift offering of oil, and if he may do so, whether it is eaten by 
the priests or burned on the altar. 
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MI S HN A Any gng that is more frequent than 


another" precedes the other offering. 
Therefore, the daily offerings precede the additional offerings, 
which are sacrificed only on certain days. When Shabbat and the 
New Moon coincide, the additional Shabbat offerings precede 
the additional New Moon offerings. Likewise, the additional 
New Moon offerings precede the additional New Year offerings. 
The mishna cites the source for the principle that the frequent 
precedes the less frequent: As it is stated with regard to the addi- 
tional offerings of the first day of Passover: “Besides the burnt 
offering of the morning, which is for a daily burnt offering, you 
shall offer these” (Numbers 28:23). The verse indicates that the 
daily offering is sacrificed first, and then the additional offerings 


are sacrificed. 
GEMA The Gemara asks: From where do we 
derive the principle that the frequent pre- 
cedes the less frequent? The Gemara expresses puzzlement at this 
question: From where do we derive this? One must say that the 
reason is stated in the mishna, which says that it is derived from 
the verse: “Besides the burnt offering of the morning.” The 
Gemara explains: If that verse is the only source, it could be claimed 
that perhaps it is only the daily offerings that precede the addi- 
tional offerings, because they are far more frequent," as they are 
sacrificed daily. With regard to the precedence of a relatively fre- 
quent additional offering over a relatively less frequent additional 
offering, the question arises: From where do we derive this? 


Rabbi Ile’a said that it is derived from the fact that the verse states 
with regard to the additional offerings of Passover: “Like these 
you shall offer daily, for seven days” (Numbers 28:24). This verse, 
which immediately follows the one cited previously, indicates 
that the principle that governs these additional offerings shall be 
like the principle governing those daily offerings and additional 
offerings mentioned previously, i.e., the more frequent precedes 
the less frequent. 


The Gemara challenges: But that verse is required to teach its own 
halakha, that the additional offerings of the first day of Passover 
recur on each day of Passover. The Gemara answers: If so, let the 
verse write: These you shall offer daily. Since the Torah writes: 


“Like these,’ both the halakha that these additional offerings are 


brought on each day of Passover and the principle concerning 
precedence can be derived from this verse. 


The Gemara rejects this suggestion: If the verse had written only: 
These you shall offer daily for the seven days, I would say that 
these offerings mentioned in the previous verse are sacrificed in 
total, over the seven days. Therefore, the Torah writes: “Like these,” 
to teach that they are all sacrificed each day. The Gemara counters: 
That interpretation is not possible, as the phrase: “You shall offer 
daily,” is written in the verse, which indicates that these offerings 
are sacrificed on each of the seven days. 


The Gemara challenges: And still, one can say that these specific 
offerings are required for the first day; but with regard to the 
other days, I do not know" how many offerings are to be sacrificed. 
Therefore, the term “like these” is needed to teach this, and cannot 
be used for the principle that relatively frequent additional offer- 
ings precede relatively less frequent additional offerings. The 
Gemara answers: That interpretation is also not possible, as 
the verse states: “You shall offer [ta‘asu],” indicating that all 
the sacrificial rites [asiyyot] on all the days of Passover should 
be equal. Therefore, the term “like these” is in fact superfluous 
and can be cited as the source of the principle of precedence. 


HALAKHA 


Any offering that is more frequent than another, etc. — 
nD Wan WIAD bs: In what order are the offerings 
sacrificed? First one sacrifices the additional Shabbat 
offerings, then the additional New Moon offerings, and 
then the additional Festival offerings, as any offering that 
is more frequent than another precedes the other offer- 
ing (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 9:2). 


NOTES 
Because they are far more frequent — *Y4N7 DW: 
Since daily offerings are sacrificed every day without 
exception, one cannot compare this level of frequency 
to that of additional offerings, which are frequent only 
relative to other additional offerings (Rashi). 


These are for the first day [/ayyom], but with regard 
to the other days | do not know - 1xw bax Dib T% 
KWT xb +a: The term layyom can be understood as 
referring: to the first day rather than daily. If so, the verse 
could be read in the following manner: These you shall 
offer on the first day, and furthermore for seven days 
you shall sacrifice additional offerings, unspecified in 
this verse. Therefore, the term “like these” is required in 
order to teach that the offerings of all seven days are 
identical. Consequently, it cannot serve as the source of 
the principle that frequent additional offerings precede 
less frequent ones (Rashi). 
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xr) J2ON NITAD: IN Abaye said: The application of the principle of precedence to all frequent 
Pinon "pan rby 1dr: K offerings can be derived from the verse itself," cited in the mishna. The 
reason is that if so, that only the daily offering precedes less frequent 
offerings, let the verse say merely: “Besides the burnt offering of the 
morning,” and remain silent from the rest of the verse. Why do I need 


From the verse itself — x37 79131: The phrase 
“for a daily burnt offering (leolat hatamiay" literally 
means: For a continual burnt offering. This indicates sob a ha MANT nby Wr’ 
that the reason the daily burnt offering precedes all DPA KPINDI JIT 
other offerings is due to its frequency. If so, it can E ee ae Bis 


be derived from here that this principle applies to the additional phrase: “Which is for a daily burnt offering”? This serves 
any offering that is more frequent than another. to say that this offering that is more frequent, i.e., any more frequent 
A guilt offering precedes...due to the fact that offering, should precede any less frequent offering. 


it is an offering of the most sacred order - 0w% . . i 
DTP WIP NITY 99...0Tip: The main distinctions otip ivana wpa bys ohh etal MI S HN A Any offering that is more sacred than another 

between offerings of the most sacred order and b nee ie eis a precedes the other offering. The mishna elabo- 

ort DD otip nenn oF ivan ny i Á i 

those of lesser sanctity include the following: Offer- a Li rates: If there is blood of a sin offering and blood of a burnt offering to 
ings of the most sacred order may be eaten only by IPN AT Sane DON I he presented, the blood of the sin offering precedes the blood of the 
male priests, e those areng which 51 KON sgn patpi aiy burnt offering because it effects acceptance, i.e., atonement, for severe 
not eaten at all, and they may not be taken outside sprung) dbp NITO transgressions punishable by karet. Likewise, if there are limbs of a burnt 


the Temple courtyard, whereas offerings of lesser : . i : 
sanctity ne ie sti baanyetie k Within offering and portions ofa sin offering to be burned on the altar, the burn- 


the walls of Jerusalem. Furthermore, if one partakes ing of the limbs of the burnt offering" precedes the portions of the sin 
of the meat of an offering of the most sacred order offering, because the burnt offering is entirely burned in the flames on 
prior to the presentation of its blood, he is liable for the altar, whereas only part of the sin offering is burned. 


misuse of consecrated property. By contrast, one 
is not liable for misuse of consecrated property for mAT 52 „DUNI natip nxpn Similarly, although both effect atonement, a sin offering precedes a guilt 
— ane) eet Se se DUN mio by minp YID m offering" due to the fact that its blood is placed on the four corners of 
altar and even then only after the presentation of | NIMD OG) M bigi mand otip the altar and the remnants ofits blood are poured on the base of the altar, 
te Maca manip yy ban min OP NTP whereas the blood of the guilt offering is sprinkled on only two corners 
j ‘© ofthe altar. A guilt offering precedes a thanks offering and the nazirite’s 
‘TIS oh pos 1 "51 anh ram’ due to the fact that it is an offering of the most sacred order," and 
son payuy the others are offerings of lesser sanctity. A thanks offering and a 
' nazirite’s ram precede a peace offering due to the fact that they are 
eaten for one day, like offerings of the most sacred order, whereas a peace 
offering is eaten for two days, and the thanks offering and nazirite’s ram 
require loaves to be brought with them, four types with the thanks 

offering and two types with the nazirite’s ram. 


-HALA i 
Any offering that is more sacred than another, etc. - wpa bp itis an n:offeiing of the most sacred order. A thanks offering and 
^31 van: Any offering that is more sacred than another pre- the nazirite’s ram precede a peace offering due to the fact that 
cedes the other offering (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin they are eaten for one day and require loaves to be brought with 
UMusafin 9:2). them. A thanks offering precedes the nazirite’s ram, as it requires 
four types of loaves. A peace offering precedes a firstborn offering 
due to the fact that the peace offering requires two placements 
of the blood that are four, placement of hands on the animal's 
head, waving, and libations. A firstborn offering precedes an ani- 
mal tithe offering because it is sanctified from the womb and is 
eaten only by male priests. An animal tithe offering precedes bird 
offerings because it requires slaughtering. Furthermore, there are 
two elements of the animal tithe offering that have the status of 
A sin offering precedes a guilt offering, etc. - natip nxn offerings of the most sacred order: Its blood, which is presented 
3) ov: A sin offering precedes a guilt offering due to the fact onthe altar, and its portions, which are burned on the altar. Finally, 
that its blood is placed on the four corners of the altar and the bird offerings precede meal offerings, as their blood is presented 
remainder of its blood is poured on the base of the altar. A guilt (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 9:8). 
offering precedes a thanks offering and the nazirite’s ram because 


The blood of the sin offering. ..the limbs of the burnt offering - 
miy DN... MBN DT: Placing the blood of a sin offering on 

the altar precedes the sprinkling of the blood of a burnt offering 

because the former effects atonement. Burning the limbs of the 

burnt offering on the altar precedes the burning of the portions of 
the sin offering, as the burnt offering is entirely burned on the altar 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 9:5). 


GROUND - 
Nazirite’s ram — 112 Dry: The nazirite’s ram is a peace offering 
included in the sacrifices brought by the nazirite on the day he 
completes his term of naziriteship. The nazirite’s ram differs in cer- 
tain respects from other peace offerings in that a special portion, 
the cooked foreleg, is given to the priest. Also, the offering may be 
eaten only on the day it is sacrificed and the following night (see 
Numbers 6:14-21). 


Nazirites bringing their offerings in the Temple 
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Sacrifice of the peace offering precedes sacrifice of the firstborn” 
offering due to the fact that the peace offering requires placing the 
blood on the altar, in the form of two placements that are four, and 
placing hands on the head of the offering, and libations, and the 
wavings’ of the breast and the thigh’ by the priest and the owner; 
none of which is required for the firstborn offering. The firstborn 
offering precedes the animal tithe® offering because it is sanctified 
from the womb, i.e., unlike the animal tithe offering it does not require 
consecration, and it is eaten by the priests, whereas everyone may 
partake of the animal tithe offering. 


The animal tithe offering precedes bird offerings due to the fact that 
it requires slaughtering," whereas the bird’s nape is pinched; and there 
are two elements of the animal tithe offering that have the status of 
offerings of the most sacred order: Its blood that is presented on the 
altar and its portions that are burned on the altar," whereas with regard 
to bird offerings only the blood is presented on the altar. The bird 
offerings precede meal offerings due to the fact that they are types 
whose blood is presented,” and atonement is effected by the blood. 
The meal offering of a sinner precedes a voluntary meal offering due 
to the fact that it comes to atone for a sin. For the same reason the 
sacrifice of the bird sin offering" precedes the sacrifice of the bird 
burnt offering," and likewise with regard to its consecration, the sin 
offering takes precedence. 


BACKGROUND 


Firstborn — W134: The male firstborn of cattle, sheep, or goats is 
sanctified from birth and is given to a priest to be offered on the 
altar in the Temple. Its meat is eaten by the priests and their families 
(see Numbers 18:17-18). If a firstborn animal developed a blemish 
that disqualified it from being sacrificed as an offering, it could be 
slaughtered and eaten like any other non-sacred kosher animal. 
Nevertheless, it must still be given to a priest. It is prohibited to inflict 
a disqualifying blemish on a firstborn animal intentionally. Moreover, 
a firstborn animal may not be used for any mundane purpose even 
if it is blemished. It is prohibited to work the animal, and its fleece 
may not be utilized. Since the destruction of the Second Temple the 
firstborn continues to be sacred. As there is no Temple in which to 
sacrifice it, and since it may be slaughtered only if it has a marked 
disqualifying blemish, various halakhic devices are employed to 
restrict the classification of animals as firstborns. 


Wavings - nisin: A waving action is performed with peace offer- 
ings, thanks offerings, and the nazirite’s ram. Following the slaughter 
of the animal and the sprinkling of its blood upon the altar, its carcass 
is skinned, its fats, kidneys, and fat tail are removed, and the breast 
and thigh are separated. These parts are held by the individual 
bringing the offering, while the officiating priest puts his hands 
beneath those of the owner. Together they wave the sacrificial parts 
in the four directions of the compass, and then up and down. In the 
case of a thanks offering, four different types of bread loaves are 
placed on the pile of animal parts before the waving commences. 


In the case of the nazirite’s ram, two types of bread loaves and the 
foreleg are placed on the pile of animal parts before the waving 
commences. 


Breast and thigh — piv mn: The breast and thigh are sections of the 
peace offering that are given to the priests as one of the twenty-four 
priestly gifts (see Leviticus 7:29-34). Unlike some of the other priestly 
gifts, which may be eaten only by male priests inside the precincts 
of the Temple, the breast and thigh may be eaten by male or female 
members of priestly households throughout the city of Jerusalem. 
This difference stems from the fact that the breast and thigh come 
from the portion that belongs to the one who brought the offering, 
whereas the priest's portion of, e.g., a sin offering, comes from the 
part that is set aside for God. 


Animal tithe — 77714 Ww: On three occasions each year the owner 
of a herd of kosher animals was required to gather all the young born 
during the preceding period into an enclosure and to let them ou 
one by one. These animals were passed “under the shepherd's rod 
(Leviticus 27:32), and every tenth animal was marked with red pain 
to indicate that it was consecrated. The consecrated calves, kids, and 
lambs are called animal tithes. All consecrated animals that were fi 
to be sacrificed were brought to the Temple and sacrificed in a similar 
manner to a peace offering: Their blood was sprinkled on the altar 
and their meat was eaten by their owner. The halakhot of the anima 
tithe offering are elucidated in the last chapter of tractate Bekhorot. 


” 


NOTES 


HALAKHA 
The bird sin offering, etc. -^9 qiy nxn: Any sin 
offering precedes a burnt offering. Likewise, when 
consecrating one’s offerings, one first consecrates 
the sin offering and then the burnt offering (Ram- 
bam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 9:6). 


That it requires slaughtering — mat xim: The fact that the 
offering is slaughtered with a knife does not in itself indicate 
greater sanctity, as pinching the bird's nape is analogous to 
slaughtering with a knife (Radbaz). Rather, its greater sanctity 
is due to the fact that most offerings are in fact slaughtered, 
particularly communal offerings (Rashi). Another aspect of 
greater sanctity is that blemished animals are disqualified from 
the altar, whereas blemished birds are not disqualified unless 
they are missing a limb (Sefat Emet). 


Its blood that is presented on the altar and its portions that 
are burned on the altar — Ywa) ia: In the case of the bird sin 
offering, only its blood is presented on the altar. Rashi notes that 
the animal tithe offering also precedes the bird burnt offering, 


despite the fact that the entire bird burnt offering is sacrificed 
on the altar, since even a bird sin offering precedes a bird burn 
offering, as the mishna will explain. 


Due to the fact that they are types whose blood is pre- 
sented — 0372 {IW 191: Their importance is due to the fac 
that all offerings, except meal offerings, involve presentation o 
the blood (Rashi). Furthermore, blood is the essence of life and 
represents the life of the individual requiring atonement, as i 
is stated: “For it is the blood that makes atonement by reason 
of the life” (Leviticus 17:11; see Tiferet Yisrael). 


The sacrifice of the bird sin offering precedes the sacrifice 
of the bird burnt offering — siya nbiy> notip qiy7 mewn: 
Although a sin offering effects atonement, and therefore it 


should be obvious that it precedes a burnt offering, that reason 
alone is insufficient, as no part of the sin offering other than 
its blood is sacrificed on the altar (Tosafot on 90a). See the 
Gemara on 90a for the explanation of why a bird sin offer- 
ing nevertheless precedes a bird burnt offering. Some later 
commentaries state that the mishna here is referring to a sin 
offering and a burnt offering which are brought together, in 
which case the burnt offering is part of the atonement, as in 
the case of the offering of a poor sinner; or else the sin offering 
effects ritual purity rather than atonement, as in the case of a 
poor woman who gave birth. With regard to these examples, 
it cannot be suggested that the sin offering should take pre- 
cedence because it effects atonement (see Tiferet Yisrael and 
Sefat Emet). 
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NOTES 


From where are these matters derived — 37 x22 
sop: Rashi explains that the Gemara is asking why 
the placement of the blood of a sin offering pre- 
cedes the sprinkling of the blood of a burnt offering, 
whereas the burning of the limbs of a burnt offering 
precedes the burning of the portions of a sin offering. 
Others explain that the question is more general; the 
Gemara is inquiring as to the source of the principle 
that an offering of greater sanctity takes precedence, 
and that in each case of conflict between offerings 
their order is determined by a different aspect of 
sanctity (Shita Mekubbetzet, citing Tosefot Rabbeinu 
Peretz). 


And is therefore comparable to a burnt offering - 
nT mhiy 197: In some cases a sin offering is not 
brought to effect atonement but to render one fit; 
e.g. the sin offering of the nazirite renders him fit to 
drink wine. Similarly, the sin offering sacrificed by the 
Levites as part of their consecration was not brought 
to atone for a sin. Therefore, its precedence to other 
offerings must be due to its status as a sin offering. 
In other words, since a sin offering usually effects 
atonement, all sin offerings have greater inherent 
sanctity than other offerings. 


HALAKHA 


Blood of a sin offering and limbs of a burnt offer- 
ing, etc. -^91 hiy aK nsun DT: If there is blood 
of a sin offering and limbs of a burnt offering to be 
sacrificed, or blood of a burnt offering to be sprinkled 
and sacrificial portions of a sin offering to be burned, 
or blood of a burnt offering and blood of a guilt offer- 
ing to be sprinkled, one may sacrifice whichever he 
wishes to first (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin 
UMusafin 9:5, and see Kesef Mishne and Mahari Kurkus 
there). 
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G E M ARA The mishna teaches that the placement of 


the blood of a sin offering precedes the sprin- 
kling of the blood of a burnt offering, whereas the burning of the 
limbs ofa burnt offering precedes the burning of the portions ofa sin 
offering. The Gemara asks: From where are these matters derived?" 
The Gemara answers: This is as the Sages taught in a baraita discuss- 
ing a verse about the consecration of the Levites: “Then let them take 
a young bull, and its meal offering, fine flour mingled with oil; and a 
second young bull you shall take for a sin offering” (Numbers 8:8). 


The baraita explains: If this verse comes to teach that they are two 
bulls, this is superfluous, as it is already stated: “And offer the one 
for a sin offering and the other for a burnt offering” (Numbers 
8:12). Why must the verse state: “And a second young bull you shall 
take for a sin offering”? As one might have thought that the sin 
offering should precede all the rites of the burnt offering, therefore 
the verse states: “And a second young bull you shall take for a sin 
offering,” which indicates that the sin offering actually comes second 
to the burnt offering. 


The baraita continues: Ifthe verse had stated only that the sin offering 
is the second bull, one might have thought that the burnt offering 
precedes the sin offering with regard to all its rites. Therefore, the 
verse states: “And offer the one for a sin offering and the other for 
a burnt offering,” indicating that the sin offering precedes the burnt 
offering. How can these verses be reconciled? The placement of the 
blood of the sin offering precedes the sprinkling of the blood of the 
burnt offering because it effects acceptance, whereas the burnt 
offering does not effect atonement. And burning the limbs of the 
burnt offering on the altar precedes burning the portions of the sin 
offering, in fulfillment of the phrase: “And a second young bull you 
shall take for a sin offering.” 


The Gemara asks: But why do all four placements of the blood of the 
sin offering precede the sprinkling of the blood of the burnt offering? 
Let only the first placement of blood, which effects atonement, take 
precedence, and those other placements should not come before 
the sprinkling of the blood of the burnt offering. 


Ravina said: In the verse here, we are dealing with the sin offering 
brought by the Levites for their consecration. And even though it 
does not effect atonement and is therefore comparable to a burnt 
offering," the Merciful One states that the sin offering precedes 
the burnt offering with regard to the presentation of the blood. This 
indicates that in general, all four placements of the blood of a sin 
offering precede the sprinkling of the blood of the burnt offering, 
despite the fact that only the first placement effects atonement. 
In the West, Eretz Yisrael, they say there is another answer: Once 
the priest commenced with the placements of the blood of the 
sin offering, he completes all of them before sprinkling the blood of 
the burnt offering. 


§ A dilemma was raised before the Sages: If there is blood of a sin 
offering and limbs of a burnt offering" to be sacrificed, which of 
them precedes the other? Does the blood of the sin offering take 
precedence, due to the fact that it effects acceptance? Or perhaps 
the limbs of the burnt offering take precedence, due to the fact 
that they are entirely burned in the flames of the altar. 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear, as the mishna teaches that the 
blood ofa sin offering precedes the blood of a burnt offering. One 
can infer from this that the blood of the sin offering does not precede 
all elements of the burnt offering; it is only with regard to the blood 
of the burnt offering that it takes precedence, whereas it does not 
take precedence with regard to the limbs of the burnt offering. 
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The Gemara rejects this proof: On the contrary, the opposite con- 
clusion can be inferred from the latter clause of the mishna, which 
teaches that limbs of a burnt offering precede the portions of the sin 
offering consumed on the altar. This indicates that it is only with 
regard to the portions of the sin offering consumed on the altar 
that the limbs of the burnt offering take precedence, but they do not 
take precedence with regard to the blood of the sin offering. The 
Gemara concludes: Rather, no inference is to be learned from this® 
mishna concerning this matter. 


A dilemma was raised before the Sages: If there is blood of a burnt 
offering to be sprinkled and portions of a sin offering to be burned," 
which of them precedes the other? Does the blood of the burnt 
offering take precedence, as it comes from an offering that is burned 
in its entirety on the altar? Or perhaps the portions of the sin offering 
to be burned take precedence because they come from an offering 
that effects atonement. 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear, as the mishna teaches that the 
blood of the sin offering precedes the blood of the burnt offering. 
One can infer from this that it is only the blood of the sin offering 
that precedes the blood of the burnt offering, but the portions of 
the sin offering to be burned do not take precedence. 


The Gemara rejects this proof: On the contrary, the opposite con- 
clusion can be inferred from the latter clause of the mishna, which 
teaches that the limbs of the burnt offering precede the portions of 
the sin offering to be consumed on the altar. This indicates that it 
is only the limbs of the burnt offering that precede the portions 
of the sin offering to be burned, but the blood of the burnt offering 
does not. The Gemara again concludes: Rather, no inference is to 
be learned from this mishna concerning this dilemma. 


A dilemma was raised before the Sages: If there is blood of a burnt 
offering and blood of a guilt offering to be sprinkled on the altar, 
which of them precedes the other? Does the blood of the burnt 
offering take precedence, as it comes from an offering that is burned 
in its entirety on the altar? Or perhaps the blood of a guilt offering 
takes precedence, as it effects atonement. 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear, as the mishna teaches that the 
blood of the sin offering precedes the blood of the burnt offering. 
One can infer from here: But the blood of a guilt offering does not 
precede the blood of a burnt offering. 


The Gemara rejects this proof: By right the mishna should have taught 
this halakha with regard to blood of a guilt offering. One could then 
have inferred that the blood of a sin offering, which takes precedence 
over the blood of a guilt offering, also precedes blood of a burnt offer- 
ing. But since the mishna wants to teach the latter clause: The burn- 
ing of the limbs of a burnt offering precedes the portions of a sin 
offering, it also mentions a sin offering in the former clause. 


The Gemara explains why the latter clause had to mention a sin offering 
rather than a guilt offering: As, had the mishna taught this principle 
of the latter clause with regard to the portions of a guilt offering, I 
would say that it is only the portions of a guilt offering over which 
the limbs of a burnt offering take precedence, but they do not take 
precedence over the portions of a sin offering, as a sin offering is of 
greater sanctity than a guilt offering. Due to this reason the mishna 
in the former clause also taught this principle with regard to a sin 
offering, and one cannot infer from this that its halakha does not apply 
to the guilt offering. 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear, as the mishna states that a 
sin offering precedes a guilt offering. One can infer from this that it 
is only a sin offering that precedes a guilt offering, but a burnt offer- 
ing does not. What, is the mishna not referring to the sprinkling of 
the blood, which would indicate that the blood of a burnt offering 
does not precede the blood of a guilt offering? 
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BACKGROUND 


No inference is to be learned from this — xD) xa 
myn yav: This expression, found throughout the 
Gemara, concludes the refutation of an inference. 
Inference in the Gemara is a method of interpreta- 
tion used to draw conclusions from tannaitic sources. 
According to this method, inferences may be drawn 
not only from what is explicitly stated in a mishna or 
baraita, but also from what is left unsaid. The rejec- 
tion of the inference is effected by illustrating that 
another part of the same mishna or baraita can lead 
to the opposite conclusion. In that case the Gemara 
concludes: No inference is to be learned from this, 
indicating that this mishna or baraita was not com- 
posed in a manner that lends itself to drawing con- 
clusions by means of inference. Rather, one should 
accept it as written, without reading further into it. 


NOTES 


Blood of a burnt offering to be sprinkled and 
portions of a sin offering to be burned — aby o7 
NKY WII: The previous dilemma of the Gemara 
referred to those elements of offerings which them- 
selves accord the offering greater sanctity, i.e., the 
blood of the sin offering and the limbs of the burnt 
offering. This dilemma concerns those elements 
which are not in themselves the reason for the 
greater sanctity, but they form part of an offering of 
greater sanctity than the other. 
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BACKGROUND 
The language of the mishna is also precise - 
4103 XT: Sometimes a careful reexamination of 
the language of a mishna reveals that it supports 
the previously cited opinion of an amora. 


HALAKHA 


A thanks offering and a nazirite’s ram - ntin 
wagy: The thanks offering precedes the nazirite’s 
ram due to the fact that it requires four types 
of loaves (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin 
UMusafin 9:8). 
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The Gemara rejects this explanation: No, it is referring to the prece- 
dence of the sacrificial portions consumed on the altar. The Gemara 
adds that the language of the mishna is also precise’ in this regard, 
as it teaches that the sin offering takes precedence due to the fact 
that its blood is placed on the four corners of the altar, rather than 
simply teaching: It is placed on the four corners of the altar, as it would 
have taught had it been speaking of the blood. One can therefore 
conclude from the statement of the mishna that its subject is the 
sacrificial portions burned on the altar, not the blood. 


§ The mishna teaches: A sin offering precedes a guilt offering due 
to the fact that its blood is placed on the four corners of the altar and 
the remainder of its blood is poured on the base of the altar. The 
Gemara challenges: On the contrary, the guilt offering should pre- 
cede the sin offering, as it has a fixed minimal value of two shekels, as 
stated in the Torah (see Leviticus 5:15), whereas the sin offering has 
no minimal value. The Gemara explains: Even so, the fact that the 
sin offering requires more placements of the blood on the altar is of 
greater importance. 


The mishna further teaches: A guilt offering precedes a thanks offer- 
ing and the nazirite’s ram due to the fact that it is an offering of the 
most sacred order. The Gemara challenges: On the contrary, the 
thanks offering and the nazirite’s ram should precede the guilt offer- 
ing, as they require loaves to be brought with them. The Gemara 
explains: Even so, the fact that the guilt offering is an offering of 
the most sacred order is of greater importance. 


The mishna teaches: A thanks offering and the nazirite’s ram precede 
a peace offering due to the fact that they are eaten for only one day. 
The Gemara challenges: On the contrary, peace offerings should 
precede the thanks offering and the nazirite’s ram, as they are offered 
by the community as well as by the individual. A communal peace 
offering is sacrificed on the festival of Shavuot, but there is no com- 
munal thanks offering or nazirite’s ram. The Gemara explains: Even 
so, the fact that the thanks offering and the nazirite’s ram are eaten 
for only one day is of greater importance. 


A dilemma was raised before the Sages: If there is a thanks offering 
and a nazirite’s ram" to be sacrificed, which of them precedes the 
other? Does the thanks offering take precedence, as it requires 
four types of loaves, whereas the nazirite’s ram requires only two? 
Or perhaps the nazirite’s ram takes precedence, as there are other 
offerings whose blood is placed on the altar together with the nazirite’s 
ram. A nazirite is required to sacrifice a burnt offering and a sin offering, 
as well as a ram. The Gemara answers: Come and hear a baraita that 
explicitly discusses this case: This offering precedes that offering, as 
this offering, i.e., the thanks offering, requires four types of loaves, 
and that offering, the nazirite’s ram, requires only two types of loaves. 


The mishna teaches: And the peace offering precedes the firstborn 
offering due to the fact that the peace offering requires two placements 
of the blood on the altar that are four, and the placement of hands on 
the animal's head, and libations, and the wavings of the breast and 
thigh. The Gemara challenges: On the contrary, the sacrifice of the 
firstborn offering should precede the peace offering, as it is sanctified 
from the womb and it is eaten only by the priests, whereas the peace 
offering may be eaten by non-priests. The Gemara explains: Even so, 
the fact that additional mitzvot are performed in the case of the peace 
offering is of greater importance. 


The mishna further teaches: The firstborn offering precedes the ani- 
mal tithe offering because it is sanctified from the womb and is eaten 
only by the priests. The Gemara challenges: On the contrary, the 
animal tithe offering should precede the firstborn offering, as if one 
mistakenly called the ninth or eleventh animal that emerged from 
the pen the tenth, those animals that came out before or after the 
tenth are also sanctified. The Gemara explains: Even so, the fact that 
the firstborn is sanctified from the womb is of greater importance. 
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The mishna teaches: The animal tithe offering precedes bird offer- 
ings due to the fact that it requires slaughtering, whereas the bird’s 
nape is pinched; and furthermore, there are two elements of the 
animal tithe offering that have the status of offerings of the most 
sacred order: Its blood, which is presented on the altar, and its por- 
tions that are burned on the altar. The Gemara challenges: On the 
contrary, bird offerings should precede the animal tithe offering, as 
they are offerings of the most sacred order," whether they are burnt 
offerings or sin offerings. The Gemara explains: Even so, the fact that 
the animal tithe is a type of offering that requires slaughtering is of 
greater importance. 


§ Ravina bar Sheila says with regard to the sacrificial portions that 
are consumed on the altar: Sacrificial portions of offerings of lesser 
sanctity" that left the Temple courtyard before the sprinkling of the 
blood are disqualified. And the tanna of the mishna also taught: 
The animal tithe offering precedes bird offerings due to the fact that 
it requires slaughtering, and there are two elements of the animal 
tithe offering that have the status of offerings of the most sacred 
order: Its blood and its sacrificial portions consumed on the altar. 


The Gemara explains how Ravina bar Sheila interprets the mishna in 
support of his opinion: Granted, there are no sacrificial portions 
consumed on the altar from a bird offering, but its blood at least is 
sprinkled. Why, then, does the mishna mention the blood? Rather, 
is it not mentioned in order to teach us that the status of the sacrifi- 
cial portions consumed on the altar from the animal tithe offering 
and other offerings of lesser sanctity is comparable to the status 
of its blood? 


The Gemara explains the implications of this comparison. Just as its 
blood referred to in the mishna is blood before its sprinkling on the 
altar, as afterward it no longer has any sanctity, so too, the sacrificial 
portions mentioned in the mishna are from before the sprinkling 
of the blood, and the mishna calls them at this stage offerings of the 
most sacred order." And therefore one can infer from this that just 
as the animal tithe’s blood is disqualified by leaving the Temple 
courtyard, so too, the sacrificial portions to be burned on the altar 
are disqualified by leaving the courtyard. 


The Gemara attempts to prove the opinion of Ravina bar Sheila. 
Let us say that the following dispute between amora’im supports 
his statement: With regard to flesh of offerings of lesser sanctity 
that left the Temple courtyard" before the sprinkling of the blood, 
Rabbi Yohanan says that it is fit and Reish Lakish says that it is 
disqualified. 


The Gemara clarifies this dispute: Rabbi Yohanan says that it is fit, 
since it will ultimately leave the Temple courtyard, as offerings of 
lesser sanctity may be eaten anywhere within the walls of Jerusalem. 
Reish Lakish says that it is unfit, as its time to leave the Temple 
courtyard has not yet arrived because the flesh cannot be taken 
out until after the sprinkling of the blood. The Gemara infers that 
these amora’im disagree only with regard to the flesh of the offering, 
which will eventually leave the Temple courtyard. But with regard 
to the sacrificial portions of the offering, which will never leave 
the courtyard, they do not disagree, as Rabbi Yohanan concedes 
that those portions are disqualified. 


HALAKHA 


Flesh of offerings of lesser sanctity that left the Temple court- 
yard, etc. — "31 KYW ap Dw tp wa: Flesh of offerings of lesser 
sanctity that was taken out of the Temple courtyard before the 
sprinkling of the blood is still fit, even if the blood was sprinkled 
on the altar while the flesh was outside. The reason is that this 
flesh will eventually leave the Temple courtyard. The halakha is in 


accordance with the opinions of Rabbi Yohanan and Rav Pappa. 
The sprinkling of the blood renders the flesh that was taken out 
of the courtyard fit only to be burned, but not fit to be eaten. 
Some commentaries claim, citing Me‘ila 8b, that the flesh must be 
burned only if it is taken out of Jerusalem (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 1:32, and see Ra’avad there). 


NOTES 


Bird offerings should precede the animal tithe 
offering as they are offerings of the most sacred 
order — ETR WIP jaw ITP? niaiy: Rashi explains 
the reasoning for the precedence of bird offerings 
over the animal tithe offering as follows: The anima 
tithe offering is an offering of lesser sanctity; its flesh is 
eaten anywhere in Jerusalem, by any ritually pure Jew; 
and only the blood and sacrificial portions consumed 
on the altar have the status of offerings of the mos 
sacred order. By contrast, all bird offerings, whether 
they are burnt offerings or sin offerings, are offerings 
of the most sacred order. It is not only their blood tha 
has this status but also their flesh, as the burnt offerings 
are consumed on the altar and the sin offerings may be 
eaten only by priests in the Temple courtyard. 


Sacrificial portions of offerings of lesser sanctity — 
obp Dw IP WIN: In contrast to offerings of the most 
sacred order, one who benefits from offerings of lesser 
sanctity prior to the sprinkling of their blood on the 

altar is not liable for misuse of consecrated property. 
After the sprinkling of the blood, the portions of the 

offerings are designated to be consumed on the altar, 
and therefore at this stage one who benefits from them 

is liable for misuse of consecrated property. The Gemara 

discusses the status of the portions of these offerings 

before they are designated for the altar. 


And the mishna calls them offerings of the most 
sacred order - DWI ‘WIP amd “IP Xp: Since the 
blood has not yet been sprinkled, the portions of the 
animal tithe to be burned do not yet have the status 
of offerings of the most sacred order, and therefore 
one who benefits from them is not liable for misuse of 
consecrated property. The wording of the mishna indi- 
cates that even so, if they are taken out of the Temple 
courtyard they are disqualified, just as offerings of the 
most sacred order are disqualified by this action. 
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NOTES 


The same is true with regard to the sacrificial 
portions, etc. — ^3) }/13 [77 NIT: According to 
the Gemara's refutation, the reason for Rabbi Yohanan’s 
opinion is obviously not as previously stated, that the 
flesh will ultimately leave the Temple courtyard, since 
this claim does not apply to the portions to be burned. 
This reason was not in fact stated by Rabbi Yohanan 
himself; rather, the Gemara submitted this explana- 
tion of Rabbi Yohanan’s opinion, and therefore at this 
stage it can be discarded (Rashi). 


Perek X 
Dafgo Amuda 


NOTES 


Due to eating piggul or notar or partaking of the 
flesh while ritually impure — x01 12 bap own: 
An offering is rendered piggul only if the rest of its 
rites were performed properly. In this case, as the sac- 
rificial portions had been removed from the Temple 
courtyard, it is considered as though the blood had 
not been sprinkled on the altar. 

With regard to the ruling that the prohibition 
against partaking of sacrificial flesh while ritually 
impure does not apply in this case, Rashi explains that 
he prohibition applies only to flesh that is permitted 
or consumption to the ritually pure, whereas Josafot 
state that the prohibition does not apply to an offering 
hat was disqualified. 

As for the prohibition of notar, Rashi states that it 
applies only to flesh that was fit to be eaten at the 
proper time. This explanation is problematic, as the 
sacrificial portions are never fit to be eaten, even when 
he rites are performed properly. Josafot (Me'ila 6b) 
explain that the prohibition of notar with regard to 
he sacrificial portions is derived from the prohibi- 
ion against partaking of sacrificial flesh while ritually 
impure (45b), and therefore it is subject to the same 
exclusion (see Tosefot Yom Tov on Me'ila 1:2). 


Everyone agrees they are fit — wp xb xoy soap: 
According to Rav Pappa, the claim of Ravina bar 
Sheila and Reish Lakish that the sacrificial portions 
are disqualified by leaving the Temple courtyard 
is in accordance with neither the opinion of Rabbi 
Eliezer nor that of Rabbi Akiva. Tosafot (89b) note 
hat the Gemara (26a) infers from a baraita discussing 
he sacrificial portions of offerings that if they leave 
he courtyard they are disqualified. Consequently, 
Tosafot on 26a state that Rav Pappa's opinion should 
be explained differently: Both Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi 
Akiva agree that the sacrificial portions are disqualified 
by leaving the courtyard, and therefore they are not 
burned on the altar. Their dispute concerns only the 
applicability in this case of the prohibitions of piggul, 
notar, and partaking of the meat while ritually impure 
(see Hok Natan). 
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The Gemara rejects this proof: The same is true with regard to 
the sacrificial portions," i.e., these amora’im also disagree in that 
case, as Rabbi Yohanan holds they are fit. And the reason that 
they disagree explicitly with regard to the flesh is to convey to you 
the far-reaching nature of the opinion of Reish Lakish, as even 
with regard to the flesh, which will ultimately leave the Temple 
courtyard, he says that it is disqualified, because its time to leave 
the courtyard has not yet arrived. 


The Gemara suggests: Let us say that this dispute between amora’im 
is parallel to a dispute between tanna’im: With regard to the 
sacrificial portions of offerings of lesser sanctity that left the 
Temple courtyard before the sprinkling of the blood, Rabbi 
Eliezer says that one who benefits from them is not liable for 
misuse of consecrated property, 


and one is not liable to receive karet for them due to prohibitions 
against eating piggul or notar, or for partaking of the flesh while he 
is ritually impure." All these prohibitions apply only if the sacrifi- 
cial portions are otherwise fit for sacrifice. Rabbi Akiva says that 
one who benefits from them is liable for misuse of consecrated 
property," and one is liable to receive karet for eating them due 
to the prohibitions of piggul, notar, or partaking of the flesh while 
he is ritually impure. 


The Gemara explains: What, is it not correct to say that they dis- 
agree with regard to a case where after taking the portions to be 

burned out of the Temple courtyard one then brought them back 
into the courtyard before the sprinkling of the blood? And, if so, it 
is with regard to this very point that they disagree: As one Sage, 
Rabbi Eliezer, holds that the portions are disqualified by leaving 

the courtyard, and one Sage, Rabbi Akiva, holds that the portions 

are not disqualified by leaving the courtyard. 


The Gemara rejects this claim: Rav Pappa said that with regard to 
a case where after taking these portions out of the Temple court- 
yard one then brought them back into the courtyard before the 
sprinkling of the blood, everyone agrees they are fit.“ And here 
they disagree with regard to a case where these portions are out- 
side the courtyard when the blood is sprinkled on the altar. And 
they disagree with regard to this following matter: As one Sage, 
Rabbi Eliezer, holds that the sprinkling of the blood is not effec- 
tive with regard to those portions that were taken out of the court- 
yard, i.e, it does not render them fit, and one Sage, Rabbi Akiva, 
holds that the sprinkling of the blood is effective with regard 
to those portions that were taken out of the courtyard, i.e., it 
renders them fit. 


HALAKHA 


One who benefits from them is liable for misuse of consecrated 
property, etc. — 131 73 pwin: One who derives benefit from 
offerings of lesser sanctity before the sprinkling of their blood is not 
liable for misuse of consecrated property. Once the blood has been 
sprinkled on the altar, he is liable for misuse if he derives benefit 
from the sacrificial portions. If the sacrificial portions were removed 
from the Temple courtyard before the blood was sprinkled, one 
who derives benefit from them after the sprinkling of the blood is 
still liable for misuse, even if they remained outside the courtyard. 


If the sacrificial portions are returned to the courtyard, they are 
burned on the altar. Some commentaries maintain that the por- 
tions are disqualified (Josafot on 26a; Ra‘avad). Even if the portions 
were not returned to the Temple courtyard, one is liable to receive 
karet for eating them due to the prohibitions of piggul and notar, 
as well as the prohibition against partaking of the meat while ritu- 
ally impure. This is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, 
as explained by Rav Pappa (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 1:33 and Hilkhot Me'ila 2:1). 
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The Gemara challenges: But Rav Pappa’s statement here appar- 
ently contradicts his claim concerning the two loaves brought with 
the two sheep on the festival of Shavuot. The sprinkling of the 
blood of the sheep renders those two loaves fit for consumption 
by the priests, and the dispute between Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi 
Akiva also applies in that case. The Gemara elaborates: Rav Pappa 
is the one who said that with regard to a situation where the two 
loaves are outside the Temple courtyard when the blood of the 
two sheep is sprinkled on the altar, everyone, even Rabbi Akiva, 
agrees that the sprinkling does not render the two loaves fit, and 
therefore if one eats them he is not liable to receive karet due to 
the prohibition against eating piggul. Rather, the tanna’im disagree 
with regard to a case where one returned the loaves to within 
the Temple courtyard before the sprinkling of the blood. 


The Gemara answers: This statement of Rav Pappa applies only 
to the two loaves," as they are not part of the offering itself. 
But with regard to the sacrificial portions, which are part of 
the offering itself, everyone agrees that they are rendered fit if 
they are within the Temple courtyard at the time the blood is 
sprinkled on the altar. Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi Akiva disagree 
only with regard to a case where they are outside the Temple 
courtyard when the blood is sprinkled on the altar. 


§ The mishna teaches: The bird offerings precede meal offerings 
due to the fact that they are types whose blood is presented, and 
atonement is effected by the blood. The Gemara challenges: On 
the contrary, meal offerings should precede bird offerings, as 
they are sacrificed both as communal offerings and as individual 
offerings,’ whereas there are no communal bird offerings. The 
Gemara explains: Even so, the fact that bird offerings are types 
whose blood is sprinkled is of greater importance. 


The mishna further teaches: The meal offering of a sinner 
precedes a voluntary meal offering. The Gemara challenges: On 
the contrary, a voluntary meal offering should precede the 
meal offering of a sinner, as it requires oil and frankincense. 
The Gemara explains: Even so, the meal offering of a sinner, 
which comes due to a sin, is of greater importance, as it effects 
atonement. 


§ A dilemma was raised before the Sages: With regard to the 
meal offering of a sota,® a woman suspected by her husband of 
having committed adultery, and a voluntary meal offering" being 
brought by someone at the same time, which of them precedes 
the other? Does the voluntary meal offering take precedence, as 
it requires oil and frankincense? Or perhaps the meal offering 
of a sota takes precedence, as it comes to clarify the woman's 
transgression, as part of the rite performed with a sota. 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear, as the mishna states that 
the meal offering of a sinner precedes a voluntary meal offering. 
One can infer from this that itis only the meal offering ofa sinner 
that precedes a voluntary meal offering, but the meal offering 
of a sota does not. The Gemara rejects this proof: Is the mishna 
teaching that the meal offering of a sinner takes precedence due 
to the fact that it effects atonement? The mishna teaches: Due 
to the fact that it comes because ofa sin, and the meal offering of 
a sota also comes because of a sin, as she secluded herself with 
another man. 


The Gemara further suggests: Come and hear the statement of a 
baraita: This meal offering precedes that meal offering, as this 
meal offering comes from wheat, and that meal offering comes 
from barley." What, does this baraita not refer to the precedence 
of a voluntary meal offering to the meal offering of a sota? The 
Gemara rejects this proof as well: No, the baraita is referring to 
the precedence of the meal offering of a sinner over the meal 
offering of a sota. 


HALAKHA 

Two loaves — ond om: If, on the festival of 
Shavuot, the two loaves were removed from 
he Temple courtyard after the two sheep were 
slaughtered, and the blood of the sheep was sub- 
sequently sprinkled upon the altar with the intent 
o partake of the offering beyond its designated 
ime, then the two loaves acquire the status of 
piggul, despite the fact that they were outside 
he courtyard at the time. The halakha is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva in Menahot 
47b, as explained by Rav Pappa (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 17:19). 


The meal offering of a sota and a voluntary 
meal offering — 7372 NN Mei NYA: If there 
is a meal offering of a sota and a voluntary meal 
offering to be sacrificed, one may sacrifice which- 
ever of them he chooses to first, as this dilemma is 
unresolved by the Gemara (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 9:10, and see Kesef 
Mishne there). 


Meal offerings from wheat and barley - nina 
Diyw myn: A meal offering from wheat pre- 
cedes a meal offering from barley (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 9:10). 


_ NOTES | 
They are sacrificed as communal and as indi- 
vidual offerings — "w33 Vaya jW’: The omer 
offering and the two loaves brought on the festi- 
val of Shavuot are communal meal offerings, and 
there are also meal offerings sacrificed with all 
communal animal offerings. By contrast, there 
are no communal bird offerings (see Shevuot 12b; 
Torat Kohanim on Leviticus 1:14). 


BACKGROUND 

Meal offering of a sota - Mvib nny: This is the 
meal offering brought by a suspected adulteress 
(see Numbers 5:11-31), whose husband brings 
her to the Temple to undergo a rite to check her 
faithfulness to him. She is required to bring a meal 
offering of barley flour, unlike most meal offerings, 
which are brought from wheat flour. No oil or 
incense is added to this offering. A handful of 
flour is removed from the offering and burned 
on the altar, and the remainder is eaten by the 
priests. 


wn 


Sota ritual in the Temple 
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HALAKHA 
All sin offerings, that they should precede the burnt 
offering — mid mpv nixon bs: A sin offering 
precedes a burnt offering. Even the bird sin offering 
of a woman who gave birth precedes her animal 
burnt offering (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin 
UMusafin 9:10). 
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The burnt offering that comes with them - nixa apd 
may: The baraita is referring to those instances where a burnt 
offering is sacrificed together with a sin offering, e.g., the 
sliding-scale sin offering of a sinner who is poor, the offerings 
of a woman who gave birth, and the offerings of a leper. This 
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NOTES 


mercy has been granted. 


The Gemara responds: If the baraita is referring to the meal offering 
ofa sinner, why is its precedence to the meal offering of a sota derived 
from the fact that the meal offering of a sinner comes from wheat, 
whereas the meal offering of a sota is brought from barley? I could 
derive the precedence of the meal offering of the sinner due to the 
fact that the meal offering of a sinner effects atonement and the meal 
offering of a sota does not effect atonement. 


The Gemara counters: Rather, what is the baraita referring to? Is it 
referring to the precedence of a voluntary meal offering over the 
meal offering of a sota? If so, I could derive its precedence from the 
fact that this voluntary meal offering requires oil and frankincense 
and that meal offering of a sota does not require oil and frankin- 
cense. Rather, one cannot prove anything from the omission of an 
alternative explanation, as whichever way one interprets the baraita 
it clearly cited one of two reasons. 


§ The mishna states: The sacrifice of the bird sin offering precedes 
the sacrifice of the bird burnt offering. The Gemara asks: From where 
are these matters derived? The Gemara answers: This is as the Sages 
taught in a baraita with regard to the bird sin offering and the bird 
burnt offering that a poor sinner sacrifices instead of an animal sin 
offering. The verse states: “And he shall offer that which is for the 
sin offering first” (Leviticus 5:8). Why must the verse state this? As 
there is no need for the verse to state this in order to teach that the 
sin offering is sacrificed first, as it is already stated: “And he shall 
prepare the second for a burnt offering” (Leviticus 5:10). 


Rather, this verse established a paradigm for all sin offerings, teach- 
ing that they should precede the burnt offering" that comes with 
them;" whether in the case of a bird sin offering taking precedence 
over a bird burnt offering, whether in the case of an animal sin 
offering taking precedence over an animal burnt offering, and even 
with regard to a bird sin offering taking precedence over an animal 
burnt offering. 


The Gemara summarizes: Therefore, the precedence of a bird sin 
offering over a bird burnt offering is learned from the verse: “And 
he shall prepare the second for a burnt offering.” The precedence of 
an animal sin offering over an animal burnt offering is derived from 
the fact that the Merciful One extends the halakha derived from the 
sin offering of the Levites (see 89a). Finally, the precedence ofa bird 
sin offering over an animal burnt offering is derived from the prin- 
ciple stated in this baraita, that this verse established a paradigm for 
all sin offerings, teaching that they should precede the burnt offering 
that comes with them. 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a further proof from a baraita. 
The Torah states that a woman who has given birth must bring a 
sheep as a burnt offering and a bird as a sin offering. If she is poor 
she may bring two birds: “One for a burnt offering and the other for 
a sin offering” (Leviticus 12:8). Rabbi Eliezer says: In every other 
instance where a bird offering is exchanged for an animal sin offer- 
ing, the sin offering precedes the burnt offering. For example, in the 
case of the sliding scale sin offering brought for entering the Temple 
while ritually impure, where a poor person brings two birds, one as 
a sin offering and the other as a burnt offering, the sin offering comes 
first. But here, in the case of a woman who gave birth, the burnt 
offering takes precedence, as it takes the place of an animal burnt 
offering, mentioned first in the verse: “She shall bring a lamb in its 
first year for a burnt offering, and a pigeon or a dove for a sin offering 
(Leviticus 12:6). 


is in accordance with the explanation of Rabbi Shimon on 7b 
as to why the sin offering comes before the burnt offering. He 
compares this to an emissary who enters the palace of a king 
to beseech mercy; the gift bearers enter with the gift only after 


It should be noted that this explanation does not apply in 
the case of unrelated sin offerings and burnt offerings, and 
these cases are not discussed in the baraita. Nevertheless, with 
regard to the halakha, the same principle applies to the prece- 
dence of a sin offering to an unrelated burnt offering. 
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Furthermore, in every instance where the sin offering comes 
because of a sin, the sin offering precedes the burnt offering. But 
here, in the case of a poor woman who gave birth, where the sin 
offering effects ritual purity rather than atonement, the burnt offer- 
ing precedes the sin offering. And in every instance where two 
birds come instead of an animal for a sin offering, the sin offering 
precedes the burnt offering. But here, in the case of a poor woman 
who gave birth, the bird burnt offering replaces the animal burnt 
offering of a rich woman, whereas the bird sin offering is sacrificed 
even by a rich woman who gave birth. Therefore, in this particular 
case of a woman who gave birth, the burnt offering precedes the 
sin offering. 


The straightforward reading of this baraita contradicts the statement 
of the previous baraita, which teaches that a sin offering always 
precedes a burnt offering. In order to reconcile the two baraitot, 
Rava said: The fact that the verse mentions the animal burnt offer- 
ing first is only with regard to reading it," but in practice the sin 
offering is sacrificed first. 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear another baraita which appar- 
ently contradicts this principle. When there are different animal 
offerings to be sacrificed, bulls precede rams, and rams precede 
sheep, and sheep precede male goats. 


What, is it not referring to the additional offerings of the festival 
of Sukkot? If so, the baraita is teaching that bulls, rams, and sheep, 
which are burnt offerings, precede the sin offerings of male goats. 
The Gemara answers: No, with regard to all these animals the 
baraita is referring to gift offerings. The Gemara interprets the 
baraita in accordance with this explanation: Bulls precede rams," 
as they require a greater quantity of libations; and likewise rams 
precede sheep for the same reason. Sheep precede male goats, 
although their libations are identical, as the portions of the sheep 
consumed on the altar are greater; the sheep’s tail’ is burned,” 
whereas the goat’s tail is not. 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a baraita which seems to 
contradict the principle that a sin offering always precedes a burnt 
offering: The bull of the anointed priest, i.e., the High Priest, 
which he sacrifices if he issues and then acts upon an erroneous 
halakhic ruling, precedes the bull for an unwitting communal 
sin," sacrificed if the Sanhedrin issues an erroneous halakhic 
ruling and the community then acts upon it. Similarly, the bull 
for an unwitting communal sin precedes the bull sacrificed as a 
burnt offering to atone for an unwitting communal sin involving 
idol worship. 


HALAKHA 


Bulls precede rams, etc. - 151 mdr pantip ons: If there are 
different species of animals to be sacrificed, all of the same type 
of offering, what is the order of precedence? Bulls precede rams, 
as they require a greater quantity of libations; rams precede 
sheep, again because they require a greater quantity of libations; 
sheep precede goats, as the portions of the sheep consumed 
on the altar are more numerous. This is in accordance with the 
baraita, as explained by the Gemara. Although the Gemara 
explains the baraita as referring to the additional offerings of 
Sukkot, this principle holds true with regard to gift offerings as 
well (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 9:9 and 
Mahari Kurkus there). 


The bull of the anointed priest precedes the bull for an unwit- 
ting communal sin, etc. - bw 331 aby 329 otip mw jit 33 
^a) WY: The bull of the anointed priest precedes the bull that 
atones for an unwitting communal sin. The bull that atones for 
an unwitting communal sin takes precedence over the bull that 
atones for an unwitting communal sin involving idol worship. The 
bull that atones for communal idol worship precedes the male 
goat that atones for idol worship, despite the fact that the male 
goat is a sin offering. The reason is that this is the order stated in 
the Torah, and it is written: “According to their ordinance” (Num- 
bers 15:24). This is in accordance with the baraita, as explained 
by Ravina (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 9:7). 


NOTES 

With regard to reading it - arpa: According to Rava, 
Rabbi Eliezer is explaining why the verse here mentions 
the burnt offering before the sin offering, but there are no 
practical halakhic ramifications to this fact because the 
sin offering is always sacrificed first (Rashi). Other com- 
mentaries maintain that there is a halakhic ramification: 
One should first consecrate the burnt offering and then 
the sin offering, despite the fact that the sin offering is 
sacrificed first (Tosafot, citing Rabbeinu Hayyim). Alter- 
natively, the verse is teaching that if the woman has at 
present only one bird, she may sacrifice it as a burnt offer- 
ing first (Tosefot Rabbeinu Peretz, citing Rabbeinu Yehiel). 


NOTES 


As they require a greater quantity of libations - jaw 
03033 13W): Not only are the accompanying wine liba- 
tions of bulls of greater quantity than those of rams, their 
accompanying meal offering are also larger. The Talmud 
often refers to both the libations and the meal offerings 
with the collective noun: Libations (see Rashi). 


The portions of the sheep consumed on the altar are 
greater, the sheep's tail is burned — mea 3200): With 
regard to the burnt offerings discussed in this baraita, 
there is no difference between sheep and goats, as these 
offerings are entirely consumed on the altar. Nevertheless, 
as the portions of a sheep that are consumed on the altar 
in other offerings include the tail, whereas those of the 
goat do not, this indicates that in general a sheep offering 
has preference over that of a goat (Rashi). 


The bull of the anointed priest precedes the bull for an 
unwitting communal sin - ooyat 329 otip mown yi2 33 
nay by 337: Since the High Priest serves to atone for the 
community, it is fitting that he should atone for himself 
first (Tosefta 10:1). 


BACKGROUND 

Sheep's tail [alya] - mx: The alya is the long, thick, 
atty tail of the breed of sheep that was common in Eretz 
Yisrael and the surrounding areas during the Temple era. 
The tail covered the entire back of the sheep to the extent 
hat it was difficult to ascertain the gender of the sheep, 
particularly in younger animals. The Torah commands 
hat when a sheep is brought as a peace offering, its 
ail is one of the parts of the animal burned on the altar 
(see Leviticus 3:9). This applies only to sheep, as other 
animals that are sacrificed, e.g., goats, do not have this 
ind of tail. 
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HALAKHA 

The bulls and other offerings of the festival of Sukkot, 
etc. — 313m1 D5: The offerings of Sukkot are sacrificed in 
the order stated in the Torah: First bulls, followed by rams, 
then sheep, and lastly male goats. This is despite the fact 
that the male goats are sin offerings, as the Torah states: 
“According to their ordinance” (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Temidin UMusafin 9:7). 


A bird sin offering and an animal burnt offering and an 
animal tithe - wya maga mdi ‘iyi mewn: If there are 
a bird sin offering, an animal burnt offering, and an animal 
tithe offering waiting to be sacrificed, the bird sin offering 
is sacrificed first, then the animal burnt offering, and finally 
the animal tithe offering. The halakhais in accordance with 
the opinion of the Sages of Eretz Yisrael (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 9:8). 


NOTES 
The animal burnt offering has an effect on the bird 
sin offering and raises its importance above that of the 
animal tithe - apga ipa own mana mhiy aa xboy 
swyn: Both the animal burnt offering and the animal tithe 
offering require slaughter and should therefore precede 
the bird sin offering. Nevertheless, the Torah’s edict that 
a sin offering always precedes a burnt offering overrides 
this consideration in the case of a burnt offering. Since this 


consideration is overridden with regard to the burnt offer- 


ing, it is overridden with regard to the animal tithe offering 
as well, and a bird sin offering precedes it. The Gemara 
expresses this idea in its statement that the burnt offering 
raises the importance of the bird sin offering (Rashi; see 
Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 9:8, and 
Radbaz and Mahari Kurkus there). 
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The baraita continues: The bull sacrificed as atonement for com- 
munal idol worship precedes the male goats that atone for idol 
worship, i.e., the goat sacrificed together with the bull. This is 
the halakha even though the bull that atones for idol worship 
is a burnt offering, and the male goats sacrificed as atonement 
for idol worship are sin offerings. This baraita seems to contra- 
dict the statement of the previous baraita that a sin offering always 
precedes a burnt offering. 


The Gemara responds: But you can say that the opposite conclu- 
sion is derived from the first clause of that baraita, as at least the 
first clause supports the principle that sin offerings take prece- 
dence: The bull for an unwitting communal sin, which is a sin 
offering, precedes the bull sacrificed to atone for an unwitting 
communal sin involving idol worship, which is a burnt offering. 


The Gemara dismisses this answer: In any event, with regard to 
offerings that are both of one species of animal, we did not say 
there is any doubt that a sin offering takes precedence. When 
we say there is a contradiction between the rulings of the baraitot, 
it is with regard to offerings of two species. According to the 
earlier baraita, even a bird sin offering precedes an animal burnt 
offering, whereas here we find a burnt offering that precedes a 
sin offering. 


The Gemara answers: They say in the West, Eretz Yisrael, in the 

name of Rava bar Mari: The sin offering sacrificed to atone for 

idol worship is written without an alef (see Numbers 15:24). It 

is written lamed, het, tet, tav. This indicates that it is different 

from other sin offerings in that it does not precede the burnt 

offering. Ravina says that the term “according to the ordinance” 
is written with regard to the offerings sacrificed to atone for idol- 
worship, in the verse: “The congregation shall offer one young 

bull... according to the ordinance, and one goat for a sin offering” 
(Numbers 15:24). This mention of an ordinance indicates that 

they must be sacrificed in the precise order stated by the verse. 


The Gemara comments: Now that you have arrived at this expla- 
nation, the previous baraita can be explained in a similar manner: 
Even if you say that the baraita is referring to the bulls and other 
offerings of the festival of Sukkot," there is also no difficulty 
with regard to the burnt offering sheep taking precedence over 
the sin offering male goats, as the term “according to their 
ordinance” is written concerning these offerings as well (see 
Numbers 29:33). 


A dilemma ensuing from the conclusion of the previous discus- 
sion was raised before the Sages: If there is a bird sin offering, 
and an animal burnt offering, and an animal tithe" offering 
to be sacrificed, which of them precedes the others? If you say 
that the bird sin offering should take precedence, there is 
the animal tithe offering that generally precedes it, since it 
requires slaughtering, as stated by the mishna. If you say that 
the animal tithe offering should take precedence, there is the 
animal burnt offering that precedes it, as the burnt offering is 
an offering of the most sacred order. If you say that the animal 
burnt offering should take precedence, there is the bird sin 
offering that precedes it, as the Gemara previously concluded. 


The Gemara answers: Here, in Babylonia, they explained that 
the fact that the animal tithe offering is a type of offering that 
requires slaughtering is of greater importance than the other 
factors. Therefore, the animal tithe offering is sacrificed first, 
followed by the bird sin offering, and finally the animal burnt 
offering. In the West, Eretz Yisrael, they say: The animal burnt 
offering has an effect on the bird sin offering sacrificed with it 
and raises its importance above that of the animal tithe" offering. 
Therefore, the bird sin offering is sacrificed first, followed by the 
animal burnt offering, and finally the animal tithe offering. 
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All the guilt offerings mandated by the 


second year, etc. -^3 ONY 23 pa mina ninwa: There 


are six types of guilt offerings: The guilt off 


guilt offering for misuse of consecrated property, the guilt offer- 


ing of an espoused maidservant, the guilt 
the guilt offering of a leper, and the guilt of 
(see 54b). In each case the Torah states tha 


except with regard to the nazirite and the leper, whose guilt 


offerings are sheep. The mishna (Para 1:3) 


in its first year is called a sheep, whereas in its second year it is 


All the sin offeri dated by th h 
MISHNA the sin offerings man atea yt eum 


take precedence over the guilt offerings, 

as explained in the previous mishna (89a), except for the guilt 
offering of a leper, because it comes to render one fit. One who 
has been cured of leprosy must undergo a process through which 
he is rendered ritually pure before coming into contact with con- 
secrated items. Although he must also bring a sin offering, his guilt 
offering is more central to that process of purification and therefore 
it takes precedence over the sin offering. 


All the guilt offerings mandated by the Torah come as rams in 
their second year,"" and come worth two silver shekels, except 
for the guilt offering of a nazirite® and the guilt offering of a 
leper,’ as they come from sheep in their first year, and do not need 
to come worth two silver shekels, as they have no fixed value. 


Just as the more sacred offerings precede other offerings with 
regard to their sacrifice," as taught in the previous mishna (89a), 
they also precede the others with regard to their consumption. 
If one has a peace offering from yesterday and a peace offering 
from today," the peace offering from yesterday precedes the peace 
offering from today. If one has a peace offering from yesterday 
and a sin offering" or a guilt offering from today, the peace offer- 
ing from yesterday precedes the others; this is the statement 
of Rabbi Meir. And the Rabbis say: The sin offering precedes" 
the peace offering, due to the fact that it is an offering of the 
most sacred order. Likewise, the guilt offering precedes the peace 
offering, as it is also of the most sacred order. 


And with regard to all of the offerings that are eaten, the priests 
are permitted to alter" the manner of their consumption’ and 
eat them as they choose. Therefore, the priests are permitted to eat 
them roasted, or boiled," or cooked, and to place in the cooking 
pot non-sacred spices or teruma spices. This is the statement of 
Rabbi Shimon. Rabbi Meir says: One may not place teruma 
spices in it, so that he will not bring the teruma to a state of dis- 
qualification. Consumption of consecrated foods is permitted only 
for a limited period, after which they are disqualified and burned. 
Adding teruma spices might cause those spices to be similarly 


disqualified. 


NOTES 


The sin offering precedes, etc. -^3 natip nyn: The Rabbis 
maintain that offerings of the most sacred order take precedence, 
notwithstanding the following reason why one should give 
precedence to yesterday's peace offering: Since yesterday's 
peace offering may be consumed only until nightfall, whereas 
the sin offering and the guilt offering are consumed until mid- 
night, there is less time remaining for the consumption of the 
peace offering. Nevertheless, since the sin offering and the 
guilt offering are eaten only by priests in the Temple courtyard, 
whereas the peace offering is eaten by any ritually pure Jew 


Torah come in their 
ering of robbery, the 
offering of a nazirite, 


ffering of uncertainty 
the offering is a ram, 


eaches that a sheep 


called a ram. The Torah states that the gui 


of consecrated property must be worth silver shekels (Leviticus 
5:15), which is interpreted as meaning at least two shekels. The 


t offering for misuse and throughout Jerusalem, the peace offering is less likely to 
remain after the period of time for its consumption has elapsed 


(Or Sameah). 


Sages derived by verbal analogy from this verse that all ram guilt 


offerings must be of this value (see Rashi). 


The priests are permitted to alter the manner of their con- 
sumption, etc. — 151 paga niw pwi oian: The mishna 


A peace offering from yesterday and a sin offering, etc. - 
“DIMEN Wis hw Dyw: According to a straightforward read- 
ing of the mishna, this is referring to the consumption of the 
offerings: The consumption of a peace offering from yesterday 
precedes the consumption of a sin offering from today. This 
explains why the mishna does not discuss burnt offerings, as 
hey are not consumed (Tosefot Yom Tov). Rashi states here, citing 
he Gemara on gia, that the mishna is referring to the sacrifice of 
he offerings: According to Rabbi Meir, the sacrifice of a peace 
offering brought to the Temple courtyard yesterday precedes 
he sacrifice of a sin offering or a guilt offering brought to the 
Temple courtyard today. 


is referring specifically to priests because one might incorrectly 
hink that they should not seek to derive pleasure from the 
consumption of sacrificial meat or go to any lengths to make 
he meat tastier, as they are performing the Temple service (Kesef 
Mishne).With regard to non-priests, there is no question that it is 
permitted for them to consume those parts of offerings permit- 
ed to them in any manner of their choice, provided that they do 
so within the walls of Jerusalem and in a state of ritual purity. 


To eat them roasted or boiled, etc. - ra ppw prby thax: 
This halakha applies to all offerings with the exception of the Pas- 
chal offering, which must be roasted (see Exodus 12:8 and 56b). 


HALAKHA 
All the sin offerings mandated by the Torah take pre- 
cedence over the guilt offerings - minaw nixwena bs 
inv) ninatip: All the sin offerings mandated by the 
Torah precede guilt offerings, except for the guilt offering 
of a leper, because it serves to render him fit (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 9:8). 


All the guilt offerings mandated by the Torah come in 
their second year - wA% 1a pa minaw ninw be: All 
the guilt offerings mentioned in the Torah come as rams 
in their second year, and their value must be at least two 
silver shekels, except for the guilt offering of a nazirite and 
the guilt offering of a leper. These are sheep in their first 
year, for which there is no minimum value (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 4:22). 


Just as the more sacred offerings precede other offer- 
ings with regard to their sacrifice, etc. - patipy ows 
31121773: Any offering whose sacrifice precedes another 
also takes precedence with regard to its consumption 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 9:12). 


A peace offering from yesterday and a peace offering 
from today — oi by nbs wns bw oyw: If one has a 
peace offering from yesterday and a peace offering from 
today, the peace offering from yesterday takes precedence, 
as there is less time left to consume it. If one has a peace 
offering from yesterday and a sin offering or a guilt offer- 
ing from today, the sin offering or guilt offering precedes 
the peace offering, due to the fact that sin offerings and 
guilt offerings are offerings of the most sacred order. The 
halakha is in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 9:13). 


The priests are permitted to alter, etc. - pxw myia7 
a>)! niwy: The priests are permitted to prepare and eat 
the meat of the offerings however they choose: They may 
eat them roasted, boiled, or cooked, and they may add 
non-sacred spices. Nevertheless, they may not add teruma 
spices, so as not to bring the teruma to a state of disquali- 
fication. The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Meir, as indicated by the Gemara on 76a (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma'aseh HaKorbanot 10:10 and Mishne 
LaMelekh there). 


BACKGROUND 

Guilt offering of a nazirite - 3 DW: If a nazirite becomes 
ritually impure by contact with a corpse, whether inten- 
tionally or not, he must first purify himself and then bring 
two birds to the Temple, one as a sin offering and the other 
as a burnt offering, as well as a lamb for a guilt offering. 
Afterward, he must start his period as a nazirite afresh. 


Guilt offering of a leper - yyisn Dwy: An individual 
suffering from leprosy is ritually impure. He is sent of out of 
the Israelite camp, or outside the walls of Jerusalem, until 
he is cured of his condition. Once cured, he undergoes 
a special ceremony involving two birds and then waits 
seven days for purification. On the eighth day he brings 
a female lamb for a sin offering, a male lamb for a burnt 
offering, and a second male lamb for a guilt offering, as 
well as a meal offering. The blood of the guilt offering is 
used in a purification ritual: Blood from the animal and oil 
that the leper brings are dabbed on parts of his body. 


Purification ceremony of a leper in the Temple 
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HALAKHA 
A frequent offering and an offering of greater sanctity — 
wp vIn: If there is a frequent offering and an offer- 
ing of greater sanctity to be sacrificed, one may sacrifice 
whichever of them he chooses first, as this dilemma is 
left unresolved (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin 
UMusafin 9:2). 


Perek X 
Dafo1 Amuda 


NOTES 
Precede the additional New Moon offerings — pantip 
wT wx rapid: The New Moon has an aspect of 
greater sanctity than Shabbat, as it is called a Festival 
(see Pesahim 77a) and it requires a male goat sin offering, 
neither of which apply to Shabbat (Shita Mekubbetzet, 
citing Rashi). 


Does not affect the blessing on the wine - p7 naw 
ITN xd: Generally, the blessing over wine is a blessing 
over the enjoyment of food. On Shabbat its significance 
is heightened, as it is part of the kiddush ritual. Therefore, 
it is considered a blessing recited due to the sanctity of 
Shabbat (see Zivhei Kodesh). 
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A dilemma was raised before the Sages: 
GEMARA 5 


The mishnayot (89a) taught that a frequent 
offering precedes other offerings, and also that an offering of 
greater sanctity precedes others. If there is a frequent offering 
and an offering of greater sanctity" to be sacrificed, which of 
them precedes the other? Does the frequent offering take prece- 
dence, due to the fact that it is frequent, or perhaps the offering 
of greater sanctity takes precedence, as it is of greater sanctity? 
The Gemara suggests: Come and hear the ruling of the first mishna 
in this chapter, that the daily offerings precede the additional 
offerings because they are frequent. 


And even though the additional offerings are of greater sanctity, 
as they are sacrificed due to the sanctity of Shabbat, the frequent 
offering precedes the offering of greater sanctity. The Gemara 
rejects this proof: Is that to say that the sanctity of Shabbat affects 
the sanctity of the additional offerings but does not affect the 
daily offerings brought on Shabbat? Rather, the sanctity of Shabbat 
elevates the sanctity of the daily offerings as well, and as both are 
of equal sanctity, the frequent daily offering precedes the additional 
offerings. 


The Gemara cites another proof: Come and hear the continuation 
of this mishna: The additional Shabbat offerings precede the 
additional New Moon offerings" because they are more frequent, 
despite the fact that the New Moon elevates the sanctity of its 
additional offerings. The Gemara rejects this proof in a similar 
manner: Is that to say that the sanctity of the New Moon affects 
the sanctity of its additional offerings but does not affect the 
additional offerings of Shabbat? These additional offerings are 
also imbued with the sanctity of the New Moon. 


The Gemara cites another proof: Come and hear the continuation 
of this mishna: The additional New Moon offerings precede the 
additional New Year offerings because they are more frequent, 
even though the New Year is of greater sanctity. The Gemara 
rejects this proof as well: Is that to say that the sanctity of the New 
Year affects the sanctity of its additional offerings but does not 
affect the additional offerings of the New Moon? 


The Gemara cites another proof: Come and hear a baraita (Tosefta, 
Berakhot 5:25) that discusses the dispute between Beit Shammai 
and Beit Hillel with regard to the order of blessings in kiddush. After 
stating one reason for the opinion of Beit Hillel that one recites 
the blessing on the wine before the blessing of the sanctity of the 
day, the Tosefta adds: Alternatively, Beit Hillel say: The blessing 
over wine is recited frequently," and the blessing over the day is 
not recited frequently, and there is a principle: When a frequent 
practice and an infrequent practice clash, the frequent practice 
takes precedence over the infrequent practice. This applies even 
though the blessing of the day is of greater sanctity, as it is recited 
due to the sanctity of Shabbat. The Gemara rejects this proof as 
well: Is that to say that the sanctity of Shabbat affects the sanctity 
of the blessing of the day but does not affect the sanctity of the 
blessing on the wine?" 


HALAKHA 


The blessing over wine is recited frequently — AYIA 97 n333: 
When reciting kiddush on Shabbat, the blessing over the wine 


with the opinion of Beit Hillel (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 29:7; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 271:10). 


precedes the blessing over the sanctity of Shabbat, in accordance 
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The Gemara cites another proof: Come and hear, as Rabbi 
Yohanan says: If one did not recite the additional prayer on 
Shabbat until the time of the afternoon prayer arrived, the hala- 
kha is that a person prays the afternoon prayer" and afterward 
the additional prayer, as the afternoon prayer is more frequent. 
This ruling applies despite the fact that the additional prayer is 
of greater sanctity. Once again the Gemara rejects the proof: 
Is that to say that the sanctity of Shabbat affects the sanctity of 
the additional prayer but does not affect the sanctity of the 
afternoon prayer?" 


The Gemara cites yet another proof. Come and hear the mishna: 
If one has a peace offering from yesterday and a sin offering or 
a guilt offering from today, the peace offering from yesterday 
precedes the others; this is the statement of Rabbi Meir. One 
can infer from this that if both this offering and that offering 
are from today, the sin offering or guilt offering takes prece- 
dence, and this is the halakha even though the peace offering 
is more frequent, as people sacrifice voluntary peace offerings 
more often than sin offerings or guilt offerings. 


Rava said in response: Are you speaking of a common offering? 
Although peace offerings are sacrificed more often than sin offer- 
ings, there is no obligation to sacrifice them at any particular 
frequency. We raise the dilemma only with regard to a clash 
between a frequent offering and one of greater sanctity, but we 
do not raise the dilemma with regard to a common offering. 


Rav Huna bar Yehuda said to Rava: Is that to say that a com- 
mon obligation is not considered tantamount to a frequent 
obligation? But isn’t it taught in a baraita with regard to positive 
mitzvot whose intentional neglect results in the punishment 
of karet but whose unwitting transgression does not entail the 
sacrifice of a sin offering: I should exclude the neglect of the 
Paschal offering from the obligation to sacrifice a sin offering, 
as it is not frequent, and I should not exclude the neglect of 
the mitzva of circumcision, as it is frequent? Circumcision is 
considered a frequent mitzva, as it is performed more often than 
the Paschal offering, despite the fact that there is no obligation 
to perform circumcisions at any particular frequency. 


Rava answers: What is the meaning of frequent in that context? 

It means that circumcision is frequent in terms of the numerous 

mitzvot“ commanded with regard to its fulfillment. And if 
you wish, say instead that circumcision in relation to the Pas- 
chal offering is considered like a frequent obligation, as it 

occurs far more often, whereas peace offerings are brought only 

somewhat more often than sin offerings. In sum, one cannot infer 

from the mishna that an offering of greater sanctity precedes a 

frequent offering. 


NOTES 


Does not affect the afternoon prayer — 'KIIN xd mma ban: 
Unlike the additional prayer, which is recited only on Shabbat and 
Festivals, the afternoon prayer is recited daily. Nevertheless, the 
formula of the Shabbat afternoon prayer is unique to Shabbat, 
and therefore it is also considered to be imbued with the sanctity 
of Shabbat (Zivhei Kodesh). 


Circumcision is frequent in terms of the numerous mitzvot — 
Miya mV IH: Rashi states that in this context the term frequent 
refers to the numerous mitzvot involved in the fulfillment of the 
act. This is as taught in the mishna on Nedarim 31b, that thirteen 


covenants were sealed with regard to the mitzva of circumcision. 
The mitzva of circumcision is therefore considered of greater 
significance than other mitzvot, including the Paschal offering 

(see Shabbat 133a). Other commentaries explain that the mitzva 

of circumcision is considered frequent because one remains cir- 
cumcised for his entire life, and therefore he is constantly fulfilling 

the mitzva (Or Same ah; Sefat Emet). Alternatively, the baraita does 

indeed refer to a common obligation as a frequent obligation, yet 
the Gemara holds that this is an exceptional usage of the term; 
generally, common is not considered frequent (Rabbeinu Hillel 

on Torat Kohanim). 


HALAKHA 


A person prays the afternoon prayer, etc. - bann 
aD am by DAN: If one did not recite the additional 
prayer until the time of the afternoon prayer arrived, one 
recites the afternoon prayer first, as it is more frequent. 
f one recited the additional prayer first, he has fulfilled 
his obligation (Rema, citing Rashba). Others maintain 
hat this ruling applies only if one wishes to recite both 
prayers at the current time; if one wants to recite the 
afternoon prayer at a later stage, it is permitted to recite 
he additional prayer first (Rabbeinu Yitzhak of Dampi- 
erre). The Rosh, citing the Jerusalem Talmud, rules that 
in any case, if the time of minha ketana has arrived, i.e., 
wo anda half hours before sunset, one should recite the 
afternoon prayer first (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefilla 
3:11; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 286:4). 
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BACKGROUND 


Sura — XYD: Sura was a town in southern Babylonia. It 


was not an important Jewish community unti 


the great 


amora, Rav, moved there from Eretz Yisrael and established 


the Sura Yeshiva (c. 220 CE). From then on, un 


il the end 


of the geonic period (c. 1000 CE), Sura was a major Torah 


center. The yeshiva of Sura, under the leaders 


hip of Rav 


and his closest disciples, was influenced by the halakhic 
traditions of Eretz Yisrael, and it was renowned for its 


unique approach to Torah study. The great scholars and 


leaders of Sura include Rav, Rav Huna, Rav His 
and Rav Ashi. The main editing of the Babyloni 
also took place in Sura. 


Location of Sura 
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§ An additional dilemma with regard to precedence was raised 
before the Sages: If the priest had two offerings to sacrifice, a 
frequent offering and an infrequent offering, and although he 
should have initially sacrificed the frequent offering he slaugh- 
tered the infrequent offering" first, what is the halakha? Do we 
say that since he already slaughtered the infrequent offering he 
also proceeds to sacrifice it? Or perhaps he does not yet sacrifice 
it but gives it to another priest, who stirs its blood to prevent it 
from congealing, until he sacrifices the frequent offering; and 
then he sacrifices the infrequent offering. 


Rav Huna from Sura? said: Come and hear an answer from the 
mishna: If one has a peace offering from yesterday" and a sin 
offering or a guilt offering from today, the peace offering from 
yesterday precedes the sin offering from today. It can be assumed 
that the mishna is not discussing a case where none of the offerings 
have been slaughtered, as the peace offering would not take prece- 
dence in this situation. Rather, it is discussing a peace offering from 
yesterday that was slaughtered but its blood has not yet been pre- 
sented. One can infer from this that only a peace offering from 
yesterday takes precedence in this situation, but in the case of a 
peace offering from today that is similar in other aspects to a 
peace offering from yesterday, the peace offering does not take 
precedence. 


The Gemara explains: And what are the circumstances of this 
case? This is a situation where one first slaughtered the peace 
offering from today. In this case the sin offering or guilt offering 
takes precedence, although the peace offering is already slaugh- 
tered, as both of them are of greater sanctity. The same should 
apply to an infrequent offering that was slaughtered before a fre- 
quent offering: The frequent offering is slaughtered before the 
blood of the infrequent offering is presented. 


The Gemara rejects this answer: Perhaps when the mishna makes 
reference to a peace offering from yesterday and a sin offering 
ora guilt offering from today, the circumstances should be under- 
stood differently. How can you find these other circumstances? 
The mishna discusses a case where the priest already slaughtered 
both of them," the peace offering and the sin- or guilt offering, and 
the blood of both awaits presentation on the altar. But had 
he not yet slaughtered both of them, but only the peace offering, 
you can still raise the dilemma of whether the priest should set 
aside the blood of the peace offering in order to slaughter the 
sin offering first, due to its greater sanctity. 


Slaughtered the infrequent offering - v17 ive bmw: If a 
priest had two offerings to sacrifice, a frequent offering and an 
infrequent offering, and he slaughtered the infrequent o 
first, whether intentionally or unwittingly, he should complete 
the sacrificial rites of the first offering and then slaughter 
quent offering. The same applies if one slaughtered an o 
of lesser sanctity before an offering of greater sanctity (Rambam 


Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 9:3). 


HALAKHA 


frequent offering and an infrequent offend are eee at 
the same time, the blood of the infrequent offering is stirred to 
prevent it from congealing, until the blood of the frequent offer- 
ing is presented on the altar. The same applies with regard to the 
case of an offering of greater sanctity and an offering of lesser 
sanctity (Rambam, Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 9:4). 


ering 


he fre- 
ering 


NOTES 


A peace offering from yesterday, etc. — 13) Wax bw onbw: 
The Gemara understands the mishna as referring to the follow- 
ing situation: The peace offering that was brought yesterday to 
the Temple courtyard was slaughtered today in the morning, 
and its blood awaits sprinkling on the altar, while the sin offer- 
ing has not yet been slaughtered. This exactly parallels the case 
under discussion with regard to a frequent and an infrequent 
offering (Rashi). Other commentaries maintain that the mishna 


is referring to the consumption of the offerings: Consumption 
of the peace offering slaughtered yesterday precedes the con- 
sumption of the sin offering slaughtered today. The Gemara 
infers from this that if the peace offering was slaughtered 
today, the sacrifice of the sin offering precedes sprinkling of 
the blood of the peace offering, so that the flesh of the sin 
offering can be eaten first (Shita Mekubbetzet, citing Rashi; see 
also Keren Ora). 
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The Gemara cites another proof: Come and hear the aforemen- 
tioned baraita: Alternatively, Beit Hillel say: With regard to the 
order of blessings in kiddush, the blessing on wine is recited fre- 
quently and the blessing of the day is not recited frequently, and 
there is a principle: When a frequent practice and an infrequent 
practice clash, the frequent practice takes precedence over the 
infrequent practice. The obligation to recite the blessing of the 
day is due to the sanctity of Shabbat and applies at the start of 
Shabbat, before wine is placed on the table. Nevertheless, the 
blessing on the wine takes precedence due to its frequency. So 
too, the slaughtering of the frequent offering should take prece- 
dence, even if the priest had already commenced the sacrificial 
rites of the infrequent offering. 


The Gemara rejects this proof: Here too, with regard to kiddush, 
the circumstances are different, since wine is available when one 
recites kiddush, and therefore the obligation of both blessings 
come together. This means that it is comparable to a situation 
where one already slaughtered both animals. 


The Gemara cites yet another proof: Come and hear, as Rabbi 
Yohanan says: The halakha is that a person prays the afternoon 
prayer and afterward the additional prayer, despite the fact that 
the obligation of the additional prayer applies first, which is similar 
to an offering slaughtered first. The Gemara rejects this proof: 
Here too, since the time of the afternoon prayer has now arrived, 
one is obligated in both prayers, and again this is comparable to 
a situation where one already slaughtered both animals. 


Rav Aha, son of Rav Ashi, said to Ravina that an answer to this 
dilemma can be found in a mishna (Pesahim 61a): If one slaugh- 
tered the Paschal offering before midday" it is disqualified, 
because it is stated in its regard: “In the afternoon” (Exodus 
12:6). If he slaughtered it before the daily afternoon offering was 
slaughtered it is valid, even though the daily offering should be 
sacrificed first, but someone should stir its blood to prevent it 
from congealing until he slaughters and sprinkles the blood of 
the daily offering. Although the infrequent Paschal offering is 
already slaughtered, the priest first slaughters the frequent daily 
offering and then sprinkles the blood of the Paschal offering. 


The Gemara rejects this proof as well: Here we are dealing with 
a case where he gave precedence to the daily offering and slaugh- 
tered it first, and then slaughtered the Paschal offering before 
sprinkling the blood of the daily offering. Since the blood of 
both offerings requires sprinkling on the altar, the blood of the 
daily offering takes precedence. Rav Aha the Elder said to Rav 
Ashi that the wording of the mishna is also precise, as it teaches: 
Until the blood of the daily offering is sprinkled, and does 
not teach: Until he slaughters and sprinkles the blood. This 
indicates that the daily afternoon offering has already been slaugh- 
tered. The Gemara affirms: Conclude from its wording that this 
is the meaning of the mishna. 


HALAKHA 


If one slaughtered the Paschal offering before midday - should stir its blood to prevent it from congealing until the 
nisn otip enw: The Paschal offering is slaughtered after mid- blood of the daily afternoon offering has been sprinkled on 
day on the fourteenth of the Hebrew month of Nisan. Ifone the altar, after which the priest presents the blood of the Pas- 
slaughtered it before midday it is disqualified. Although the chal offering. If the priest presented the blood of the Paschal 
Paschal offering should be slaughtered after the daily after- offering first, it is valid. This ruling is in accordance with the 
noon offering, if one slaughtered it after midday but before — mishna (Pesahim 61a) and the conclusion of the Gemara here 
the daily afternoon offering, it is valid. In this case someone (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 1:4). 
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§ The mishna teaches: And with regard to all of the offerings 
that are eaten, the priests are permitted to alter the manner of 
their consumption and eat them as they choose. The Gemara asks: 
What is the reason for this halakha? The Gemara answers: The 
verse states, with regard to the gifts of the priesthood: “Of all 
the consecrated items of the children of Israel to you have I given 
them lemoshha” (Numbers 18:8). Targum Onkelos renders this 
term as: For greatness, indicating that the flesh of the offerings 
should be eaten in the manner that kings eat their food," i.e., 
prepared in any way they want. 


MI S HN A Rabbi Shimon said: If you saw oil that 


is being distributed in the Temple court- 
yard for consumption by the priests and you seek to ascertain its 
nature, you do not need to ask what it is. Rather, it is left over 
from the oil of the wafers of the meal offerings of Israelites" 
after they smeared a bit of oil on them, or it is left over from the 
log of oil of a leper" after a small amount of the oil was placed 
on him. 


If you saw oil that is placed on the flames of the altar in the 
manner of an offering, you do not need to ask what it is. Rather, 
it is left over from the oil of the wafers of the meal offering of 
priests," or it is the leftover oil from the meal offering of the 
anointed priest," which requires a great deal of oil and which 
is burned in its entirety on the altar. The mishna adds: One can- 
not say that the oil distributed to priests or burned on the altar 
was brought as a gift offering, as one may not contribute oil as 
a gift offering. Rabbi Tarfon says: One may contribute oil as a 
gift offering." 


NOTES 


In the manner that kings eat their food - paix pabanw Tb: 
According to the Rid, the Gemara understands that the meat of 
the offerings should ideally be eaten roasted, and therefore other 
methods of preparation are described by the mishna as altering 
the manner of their consumption. The Gemara asks from where 
it is derived that the meat should preferably be roasted. The 
Gemara answers that the term /Jemoshha means that the meat 
is to be eaten in the manner of kings, i.e., roasted, as explained 
elsewhere (Hullin 132b). 


Left over from the oil of the wafers of the meal offerings of 
Israelites, etc. - ^3) Sew ning p77 Win: Every voluntary 
meal offering includes oil. The preparation of most types of meal 
offerings involves their entire amount of oil (see Menahot 74b). 
The wafers, which are a type of oven-baked meal offering, are 


not mixed with oil during their preparation; the oil is spread on 
them only after they are baked (see Leviticus 2:4). According to 
Rabbi Shimon, the priest spreads a small part of the oil on the 
wafers in the form of the Greek letter chi, X, and the remaining 
oil is eaten by the priests. The leper’s /og of oil is also eaten by the 
priests, as only a few drops of the oil are placed on the leper. 


The meal offering of the anointed priest — mwa yia Nn: This 
refers to the griddle-cake offering sacrificed by the High Priest 
each day. These griddle cakes are brought with a large amount of 
oil, three /og instead of the usual one /og of oil per one-tenth of 
an ephah of flour. Therefore, much of the oil is left over after the 
preparation of the meal offering. Furthermore, this meal offering 
is initially baked and only then fried, which means that the oil is 
only partially absorbed. 


HALAKHA 


The wafers of the meal offerings of Israelites — nima 7771 
bew: How is the meal offering of wafers prepared? Fine flour 
is kneaded with warm water, and after the wafers are baked in 
the oven, the oil is spread on them in the following manner: One 
log of oil is required per one-tenth of an ephah of flour, and the 
wafers are spread with the oil repeatedly, until no oil is left. The 
halakha is not in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, 
but in accordance with the dissenting opinion cited in Menahot 
75a (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 13:8 and 
Kesef Mishne there). 


The log of oil of a leper — yysn hw yaw aib: In the purification 
ritual of a leper, after the priest mat oil toward the Holy of 
Holies and on the leper, the oil remaining in the flask is distrib- 
uted to the priests (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Mehusrei 
Kappara 4:2). 


The wafers of the meal offering of priests, etc. — nna p71 
^3) DTD: The wafers of the meal offerings of priests and the 
griddle-cake offering of the High Priest are burned in their 
entirety on the altar, whereas in the case of other meal offerings 
only a handful is sacrificed (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HaKorbanot 12:9). 


One may contribute oil as a gift offering — yaw pataa: One 
may contribute oil as a gift offering. The halakha is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Tarfon, and in accordance with the 
ruling of an unattributed mishna and the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi in Menahot 107a (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 16:14). 
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i E M ARA Shmuel says: According to the statement 
of Rabbi Tarfon that oil may be sacrificed 
as a gift offering, in the case of one who contributes oil," a priest 
removes a handful of the oil and sacrifices it on the altar, and its 
remainder is eaten by the priests. What is the reason for the ruling 
of Shmuel? The verse states: “And when one brings a meal offering 
[korban minha]” (Leviticus 2:1). The superfluous word korban 
teaches that one may contribute oil, and its status is like that ofa 
meal offering: Just as with regard to a meal offering the priest 
removes a handful and its remainder is eaten, so too with regard 
to oil, the priest removes a handful and its remainder is eaten. 


Rabbi Zeira said that we learn this halakha in the mishna as well:° 

Rabbi Shimon said: If you saw oil that is being distributed in the 

Temple courtyard, you do not need to ask what it is; rather, it is 

left over from the oil of the wafers of the meal offerings of Israel- 
ites, or it is left over from the log of oil of a leper, as one does not 

contribute oil as a gift offering. Rabbi Zeira learns by inference 

from the mishna that according to the one who says that one may 

contribute oil, it is distributed to the priests for consumption 

and it is not sacrificed entirely. 


Abaye said to Rabbi Zeira: Say the last clause of the mishna: If 
you saw oil that is placed on the flames of the altar, you do not 
need to ask what it is; rather, it is left over from the oil of the 
wafers of the meal offering of priests or it is left over from the 
meal offering of the anointed priest, as one does not contribute 
oil as a gift offering. Abaye learns by inference from the mishna 
that according to the one who says that one may contribute oil, 
it is burned in its entirety in the flames on the altar. This contradicts 
Shmuel’s statement that according to Rabbi Tarfon only a handful 
of the oil is burned on the altar. The Gemara comments: For Abaye 
the inference from the first clause of the mishna is difficult, while 
for Rabbi Zeira the inference from the last clause is difficult. 


The Gemara continues: Granted, according to Rabbi Zeira, the 
inference from the first clause that the oil is distributed for con- 
sumption by the priests can be explained as referring to the remain- 
der of the oil, whereas the inference from the last clause that the 
oil is burned on the altar is referring to the handful removed 
from the oil. But according to Abaye, the contradictory inferences 
pose a difficulty. The Gemara answers: One cannot infer anything 
from the first clause, as the mishna taught the first clause due to 
the last clause. That is, as the tanna of the mishna wishes to teach 
the last clause in a certain manner, he teaches the first clause in a 
similar style, despite the fact that one might come to an erroneous 
conclusion from the wording of the first clause. 


The Gemara asks: Granted, a tanna may teach the last clause of a 
mishna due to the first clause, i.e., a tanna might teach in a similar 
formulation to one he had already used. But would a tanna teach 
the first clause of a mishna due to the last clause? The Gemara 
answers: Yes; they say in the West, Eretz Yisrael, that a tanna taught 
the first clause due to the last clause. 


BACKGROUND 


We learn this as well — K335 23 Jats 9X: This expression is used 


appear in a mishna. Instead, the proof is usually more complex, 


in the Gemara when proof is adduced for the ruling ofanamora i.e., if one examines the mishna closely he would reach the same 


from the statement of a mishna or baraita. Typically, the tan- 
naitic quotation will not deal directly with the subject at hand, 


conclusion as the amora, despite the fact that he did not base 
his ruling on the mishna. 


as amora’im do not usually issue halakhic rulings that already 


HALAKHA 

One who contributes oil, etc. — ^3) yaw a7aNa7: If one 
contributes oil as a gift offering or a vow offering, 
the priest removes a handful of the oil, salts it, and 
throws it on the flames of the altar. The remainder is 
then eaten by the priests, in accordance with the opin- 
ion of Samuel (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HaKorbanot 16:14). 
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NOTES 

Wine...is poured into the basins — mop...) The 
baraita alludes to the dispute cited in a mishna 
(Menahot104b): One may contribute wine but one may 
not contribute oil; this is the statement of Rabbi Akiva. 
Rabbi Tarfon says: One may also contribute oil. Although 
Rabbi Tarfon agrees that one may contribute wine, the 
baraita attributes the opinion that one may contribute 
wine to Rabbi Akiva, as Rabbi Akiva does not permit the 
contribution of oil, only wine. The basins mentioned 
here are described in a mishna (Sukka 48a): There were 
wo silver basins on the altar, adjacent to the southwest 
corner; one was intended for the wine libations which 
accompanied the offerings, and the other for the water 
ibation during the festival of Sukkot. The wine would 
flow out of the basins and into a cavity in the ground 
beneath this corner of the altar (see Sukka 49a). 


Three log - pad now: Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi holds 
hat the minimum quantity of oil contributed as a gi 
offering is equivalent to the minimum quantity of a gi 
offering of wine, i.e., three /og. The Gemara derives the 
minimum quantity of wine from the fact that nowhere 
does the Torah mention a libation of less than three /og, 
which is equivalent to a quarter of a hin (Rashi). 


A meal offering requires a /og of oil - jaw wb mma: 
The Sages derived the quantity of oil required for a meal 
offering from a verse describing the offerings of a leper 
(Leviticus 14:21): “Fine flour mingled with oil for a meal 
offering, and a log of oil” (see Menahot 88a). 
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The Gemara cites a proof: Come and hear a baraita: If one contrib- 
utes wine, according to the statement of Rabbi Akiva that one 
may contribute wine, it is poured into the basins™ adjacent to the 
corner of the altar. If one contributes oil, according to the state- 
ment of Rabbi Tarfon that one may contribute oil, it is burned in 
the flames of the altar. What, is it not possible to infer from the 
fact that the wine is poured in its entirety into the basins that 
the oil is likewise burned in its entirety in the flames of the altar, 
contrary to Shmuel’s statement? The Gemara rejects this proof: 
Are the cases comparable? This case is as it is and that case is as 
it is, ie., the donations of wine and the oil are separate cases, and 
the two statements of the baraita need not accord with each other. 


Rav Pappa said: Shmuel’s statement is like one side of a dispute 
between tanna’im, as it is taught in a baraita: One who contributes 
oil should not bring less than a log." Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: 
Three log." The Gemara asks: With regard to what principle do 
the first tanna and Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi disagree? The Sages said 
this before Rav Pappa: They disagree with regard to the nature of 
an inference by means of verbal analogy or juxtaposition: Is the 
secondary case equated to the primary case in all aspects, in accor- 
dance with the exegetical principle: Infer from it and again from 
it; or does the comparison extend only to one specific issue derived 
from the primary case, in accordance with the principle: Infer from 
it but interpret the halakha according to its own place, i.e. in all 
other aspects the cases are not equated? 


The Gemara explains that this is the difference between them, as 
the Rabbis hold by the principle: Infer from it and again from it. 
The Gemara explains the application of this principle: Just as a meal 
offering is contributed, so too, oil is contributed, as inferred from 
the verse addressing the meal offering. And again one infers from 
this source: Just as a meal offering requires a log of oil," so too here, 
an offering of oil alone must be a log of oil. And just as with regard 
to a meal offering the priest removes a handful and its remainder 
is eaten, so too with regard to oil, the priest removes a handful and 
its remainder is eaten. 


And the other, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, holds by the principle: Infer 
from it but interpret the halakha according to its own place. The 
Gemara explains that here too, one infers from the case of a meal 
offering: Just as a meal offering is contributed, so too, oil is con- 
tributed. But with regard to all other aspects of this halakha, inter- 
pret the halakha according to its own place, and its status is like 
that of wine libations, which are similar to oil in that they are also 
poured onto the altar: Just as one contributes libations of three 
log," so too, when one contributes oil one contributes three log; 
and just as libations are poured in their entirety into the basins, 
so too, the oil is burned in its entirety in the flames of the altar. 


HALAKHA 


Wine. ..is poured into the basins - aap). J: If one contributes 
a gift offering of wine by itself, it is salted and poured into the 
basins, from where it flows into the drainpipes beneath the altar, 
like all libations (Rambam). This ruling is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Akiva, as opposed to Shmuel’s opinion that the 
wine is sprinkled onto the flames of the altar. 

The Rambam's ruling is difficult to understand, as the Gemara 
states that Shmuel's ruling is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Shimon with regard to a permitted action from which 
a prohibited action inadvertently ensues, and concerning that 
issue the Rambam rules in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Shimon. Some commentaries suggest that as sprinkling wine 
on the fire will necessarily extinguish it, albeit unintentionally, 
the Rambam maintains that even Rabbi Shimon prohibits this 
act, as Rabbi Shimon concedes that an action is prohibited if it 
will inevitably result in a prohibited action being done (Mahari 
Kurkus). Alternatively, the Rambam does not rule in accordance 
with the opinion of Shmuel here because an unattributed mishna 


in tractate Menahot (74b) rules contrary to Shmuel’s opinion 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 16:14). 


One who contributes oil should not bring less than a log - 
abn ning x yaw: One may not contribute less than a /og of 
oil as a gift offering or a vow offering, in accordance with the 
opinion of the first tanna (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HaKorbanot 17:14). 


One contributes libations of three log - pad nw D29): One 
may contribute wine by itself as a gift offering or a vow offering. 
One may not contribute less than three /og, and his contribution 
cannot be less than the total amount of wine for the libations 
of any specific offering or number of offerings. One may not 
contribute one or two log, but only three log, or more, provided 
the quantity is equivalent to the libations of any specific offering 
or number of offerings (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HaKorbanot 17:12). 
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Rav Pappa said to Abaye: If Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi cited the source 
of the gift offering of oil from the verse addressing the meal offering 
he would not disagree with the Rabbis, as everyone employs the 
principle of: Infer from it and again from it. Rather, Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi derives the gift offering of oil from a verse that deals with 
libations: “All that are homeborn shall do these things after this man- 
ner, in presenting an offering made by fire” (Numbers 15:13). Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi derives from here that just as one may contribute 
wine libations, so too, one may contribute oil. Therefore, Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi compares oil to wine libations: Just as one contributes 
libations of three log, so too, one contributes three log of oil. 


Rav Huna, son of Rav Natan, said to Rav Pappa: How can you say 
that, i.e., that according to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi the source of the gift 
offering of oil is not from the meal offering? But isn’t it taught in a 
baraita with regard to the verse: “And when one brings a meal offering 
[korban minha” (Leviticus 2:1), that the superfluous word korban 
teaches that one may contribute oil? The baraita continues: And 
how much must one contribute? Three log. The Gemara explains the 
question: And whom did you hear who says the gift offering of oil is 
three log? This is the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, and yet he 
cites the source of the gift offering of oil from the word korban, which 
is referring to a meal offering. Rav Pappa said to him: If this baraita 
is taught, it is taught; and I cannot take issue with it. 


§ Shmuel says: One who contributes wine brings it and sprinkles 
it on the flames of the altar. What is the reason for this? The verse 
states: “And you shall present for the libation half a hin of wine, for 
an offering made by fire, of a pleasing aroma to the Lord” (Numbers 
15:10). The verse indicates that there is a type of wine libation which 
is an offering made by fire. The Gemara challenges: But he thereby 
extinguishes the fire on the altar," and the Torah states: “A perpetual 
fire shall be kept burning on the altar, it shall not go out” (Leviticus 
6:6). The Gemara explains: Extinguishing in a partial manner is not 
called extinguishing; in other words, this act is not included in the 
prohibition. 


The Gemaraasks: Is that so? But doesn’t Rav Nahman say that Rabba 
bar Avuh says: One who takes down a coal from upon the altar" and 
extinguishes it is liable for violating the prohibition: “It shall 
not go out”? The Gemara answers: This statement is referring to a 
situation where there is only this coal on the altar, and therefore 
the fire is entirely extinguished. If you wish, say instead that even if 
partial extinguishing is prohibited, extinguishing for the sake of a 
mitzva, as in the case of sprinkling wine on the altar, is different, and 
is permitted. 


The Gemara challenges: Come and hear a baraita that Rabbi Eliezer 
ben Yaakov teaches: Since the Torah gave a mitzva to remove the 
ashes of the offerings from the altar, one might have thought that it is 
permitted to extinguish the coals so that they become ashes and 
then to remove them. Therefore, you say: He shall not extinguish, 
in accordance with the verse: “It shall not go out.” Although this is a 
case of extinguishing for the sake of a mitzva, the baraita deems it 
prohibited. The Gemara explains: It is different there, as it is possible 
for the priest to sit and wait until some of the coals become ashes, 
and then remove them. By contrast, with regard to wine, there is 
no alternative to sprinkling the wine on the fire, and therefore it is 
permitted. 


But he thereby extinguishes the fire on the altar - 3319 XP X: 
The prohibition against extinguishing the fire on the altar is stated 
twice (see Leviticus 6:5-6). Rashi, in his commentary on the Torah, 
maintains that one who extinguishes the fire on the altar trans- 


NOTES 


applies to the priests, as they are obligated to ensure that the fire 
on the altar never goes out entirely. The second prohibition, which 
applies to all Jews, prohibits one from even partially extinguishing 
the fire of the altar (Ramban’s Commentary on the Torah). 


gresses two prohibitions. Others maintain that the first prohibition 


HALAKHA 

One who takes down a coal from upon the altar — 
nanna bya ndns Pian: One who extinguishes the 
fire of the altar is flogged, even if he extinguished a 
single coal, and even if he took down a coal from upon 
the altar and then extinguished it, in accordance with 
the statement of Rav Nahman (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 2:6). 
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NOTES 

That baraita is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 

Yehuda - 171379 927 X7: Since Rabbi Yehuda holds that even 

the unintentional extinguishing of the fire is prohibited, he 

maintains that the verse does not require one to sprinkle the 

wine on the fire, as this act necessarily extinguishes the fire. He 
therefore explains the phrase: “An offering made by fire” (Num- 
bers 15:10), figuratively: The libation is accepted by the Lord like 
an offering burned in the fire of the altar (Rashi, citing Sifrei). 
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The Gemara challenges: Come and hear a baraita that prohibits 
sprinkling wine on the fire of the altar: If one contributes wine, 
according to the statement of Rabbi Akiva that one may con- 
tribute wine, it is poured into the basins on the altar. If one con- 
tributes oil, according to the statement of Rabbi Tarfon that 
one may contribute oil, it is poured onto the flames of the altar. 
And it is furthermore taught in a baraita: The wine libation is 
poured into the basins. The baraita suggests: Or perhaps it is 
not so; rather, it is poured onto the flames. Therefore, you say: 
He shall not extinguish. 


The Gemara answers: This is not difficult, as that baraita is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda," who holds that 
even an unintentional action, i.e., a permitted action from which 
a prohibited action inadvertently ensues, is prohibited; and this 
statement of Shmuel is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Shimon, who maintains that a permitted action from which a 
prohibited action inadvertently ensues is permitted. The Gemara 
asks: Is this to say that Shmuel holds in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Shimon? But doesn’t Shmuel say: One may 
extinguish a piece of white-hot metal" in a public thoroughfare 
on Shabbat so that the masses will not be injured by it; 


HALAKHA 


which is not necessary for its own sake is a Torah prohibition. 


One may extinguish a piece of white-hot metal — 331 
nana bw nba: It is permitted on Shabbat to extinguish a 
lump of white-hot metal located in a place where it could 
cause injury to the masses. Although in general this act of 
extinguishing is prohibited on Shabbat by rabbinic law, the 
Sages permitted it in this case, as the lump of metal is a public 
threat. By contrast, the Rambam prohibits extinguishing a 
wood coal, as he rules that a labor performed on Shabbat 


Most authorities permit extinguishing even the wood coal, 
as they rule that a labor performed on Shabbat which is not 
necessary for its own sake is a rabbinic prohibition, and the 
halakha is in accordance with that opinion (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 12:2; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 
334:27, and see Mishna Berura there). 
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but one may not extinguish a wood coal, because extinguishing 
it is prohibited by Torah law? And if it enters your mind that 
Shmuel holds in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, 
it should be permitted to extinguish even a wood coal. Rabbi 
Shimon maintains that extinguishing a coal is prohibited by 
Torah law only when one intends to use the extinguished coal. 
Otherwise, this constitutes a labor performed on Shabbat 
which is not necessary for its own sake, which is not prohibited 
by Torah law. 


The Gemara answers: Shmuel’s statements are not contradictory, 
as with regard to an unintentional act, he holds in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon. But with regard to labor 
not necessary for its own sake," he holds that it is prohibited 
by Torah law, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. 


NOTES 


Labor not necessary for its own sake - 799% PYRY Taxy 
mand: Unlike the halakhic concept of an unintentional act, 
a labor not necessary for its own sake is an action which is 
performed intentionally, yet one’s aim is not to accomplish 
the typical objective of that action. In this case, the standard 
goal of the labor of extinguishing fire is preparing charcoal. 
Extinguishing fire for any other reason constitutes labor not 


necessary for its own sake. According to Shmuel, an unin- 
tentional act does not constitute planned, constructive labor, 
and therefore is not prohibited by Torah law on Shabbat. 
Conversely, an intentional act, even if one does not intend 
to accomplish the main objective of the labor, is prohibited 
by Torah law. 
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§ Rav Huna says: With regard to wine libations that became 
ritually impure," one prepares for them an arrangement of wood 
by themselves" and burns them there, without removing them 
from the Temple courtyard. This is due to the fact that it is stated 
with regard to a disqualified sin offering: “In the sacred place... it 
shall be burned with fire” (Leviticus 6:23)." This requirement of 
burning in the sacred place applies to all offerings that are meant 
to be sacrificed on an altar and became disqualified. This is also 
taught in a baraita: With regard to the blood, the oil, the meal 
offerings, and the libations that became ritually impure, one 
prepares for them an arrangement of wood by themselves and 
burns them there. 


The Gemara relates: Shmuel said to Rav Hana of Baghdad: 
Bring me an assembly of ten men and I will tell you in their 
presence this halakha that I wish to disseminate: With regard 
to libations that became ritually impure, one prepares for 
them an arrangement of wood by themselves and burns them 
there. 


HALAKHA 
Libations that became ritually impure — Kaya D39): 
If libations became ritually impure one prepares for them 
an arrangement of wood of their own and burns them 


on the altar. This applies to all types of libations (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei Mizbeah 6:5). 


NOTES 


One prepares for them an arrangement of wood by 
themselves — pyy 293 3wa [719 My: It is prohibited 
to remove disqualified offerings of the most sacred order 
from the Temple courtyard; they must be burned within 
the Temple courtyard, in the place of the ashes (see 104b; 
Pesahim 24a). Since wine and oil are liquids, if they were 
burned together with other disqualified offerings their 
presence would go unnoticed. Therefore, they are burned 
on a separate pile of wood on the ground, inside the 
Temple courtyard (Rashi). 

Others explain that the disqualified libations are 
burned on a separate arrangement of wood on the altar 
(Rambam). This accounts for the usage of the phrase: 
An arrangement of wood, which generally refers to the 
arrangements upon the altar. According to this explana- 
tion, the Gemara here is referring to libations that had 
already ascended the altar, and therefore they do not 
descend even if disqualified (Radbaz). Some suggest that 
the Gemara is stressing that even those who prohibit 
sprinkling wine on the fire of the altar permit this in the 
case of the fire intended for burning disqualified wine 
(Hazon Yehezkel). 


In the sacred place...it shall be burned with fire - 
WH wyga wpa: The verse is apparently expounded in 
the following manner: The verse in full states: “And any 
sin offering, from which any of the blood is brought into 
the Tent of Meeting to make atonement in the sacred 
place, shall not be eaten; it shall be burned with fire” 
The Gemara singles out certain words from this phrase, 
creating the adapted phrase: In the sacred place... it 
shall be burned with fire. This new phrase indicates that 
any item that became impure in the sacred place in the 
Temple must be burned with fire (Maharam Halawa, 
Pesahim 24a). 
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The chapter detailed several principles with regard to the order of precedence of 
different offerings. An offering that is more frequent than another precedes the 
other offering. Therefore, the daily offering precedes the additional offerings of 
Shabbat and those of the New Moon. Next, an offering of greater sanctity comes 
before one of lesser sanctity. This principle in turn necessitates the determination 
of the relative sanctity of each type of offering, and the chapter outlined the criteria 
by which this is established. 


First, the different types of offerings are divided into two categories of sanctity: Offer- 
ings of the most sacred order, which include the sin offering, burnt offering, guilt 
offering, and the communal peace offering; and offerings of lesser sanctity, including 
the thanks offering, nazirite’s ram, peace offering, Paschal offering, firstborn offering, 
and animal tithe offering. 


Additional criteria are employed to determine the relative sanctity of offerings within 
each category. For example, placing the blood of a sin offering on the altar precedes 
sprinkling the blood of a burnt offering, as the blood of a sin offering effects atone- 
ment for severe transgressions punishable by karet, whereas the blood of a burnt 
offering atones only for the neglect of positive mitzvot. 


The more numerous the parts of the offering sacrificed on the altar, the greater its 
sanctity. Therefore, burning the limbs of the burnt offering precedes burning the 
sacrificial portions of the sin offering, as the burnt offering is burned in its entirety 
on the altar. Likewise, placing the blood of the sin offering on the altar precedes 
sprinkling the blood of the guilt offering on the corners of the altar, as in the case of 
a sin offering four placements of the blood are required, whereas only two sprinklings 
are performed in the case ofa guilt offering. 


In some instances, an offering has greater sanctity than a different offering in one 
regard, but lesser sanctity in another. Presenting the blood of the sin offering pre- 
cedes the presentation of the blood of the burnt offering because it effects atonement, 
but the burning of the limbs of the burnt offering precedes the burning of the limbs of 
the sin offering, because a greater part of the burnt offering is sacrificed on the altar. 


The chapter detailed a third principle that applies to the order of precedence of offer- 
ings: An offering that completes the purification process of an individual precedes 
other offerings. As a result, although sin offerings generally precede guilt offerings 
due to their greater sanctity, the guilt offering of a leper precedes his sin offering 
because it completes his purification process and facilitates his partaking of conse- 
crated foods and entering the Temple. 


In general, these principles of precedence also apply to the consumption of the 
offerings. There are additional considerations with regard to their consumption: If 
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the allotted time remaining for the consumption of one offering is less than the time 
remaining for the consumption of a second offering of the same type, the offering 
with less time remaining takes precedence. This means that eating a peace offering 
from yesterday, whose allotted time is two days, precedes eating a peace offering from 
today. When the principle of giving precedence of consumption to an offering of 
greater sanctity conflicts with the principle of giving precedence to an offering with 
less time remaining for its consumption, the Sages disagree as to which offering is 
eaten first. This occurs, for example, in the case of a sin offering from today, which 
may be consumed until midnight, and a peace offering from yesterday, which may 
be consumed only until sunset. 


The continuation of the chapter discussed the way in which the offerings are prepared 
for consumption: The priests are permitted to cook, season, and eat the meat of the 
offerings in any manner they desire. They may not use teruma spices, as this might 
bring the teruma to a state of disqualification. 


The last mishna in this chapter discussed which oil is distributed to the priests. All 
agree that the leftovers from the oil of the wafers of the meal offerings of Israelites and 
the leftovers from the log of oil of the leper are distributed to the priests for consump- 
tion, whereas the leftover oil of the meal offerings of priests is placed on the flames 
of the altar. The gift offering of oil is subject to halakhic disputes in the mishna and 
the Gemara; the conclusion is that one may contribute a gift offering of oil, and its 
status is comparable to that of a meal offering: A handful of the oil is removed and 
sacrificed on the altar, and the remainder is eaten by the priests. 


The Gemara also discussed a gift offering of wine. The conclusion is that one may 
contribute a gift offering of wine; it is poured into the basins on the altar rather than 
sprinkled onto the fire of the altar. 
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Speak to Aaron and to his sons, saying: This is the 
law of the sin offering; in the place where the burnt 
offering is slaughtered shall the sin offering be slaugh- 
tered before the Lord; it is most sacred. 


(Leviticus 6:18) 
Whatever shall touch its flesh shall be sacred; and 
when any of its blood shall be sprinkled on a garment, 
you shall launder that on which it shall be sprinkled 
in a sacred place. But the earthenware vessel in which 


it is cooked shall be broken; and if it be cooked in a 
copper vessel, it shall be scoured and rinsed in water. 


(Leviticus 6:20-21) 


The Torah states that when an item absorbs matter from the flesh or the blood of a 
sin offering, it becomes sanctified and acquires characteristics of a sin offering. The 
Torah also explains how to treat items which have absorbed matter from a sin offer- 
ing, as the matter absorbed must generally be expelled from the item in order to 
continue using it. The method for dealing with the matter absorbed differs according 
to the type of item that has absorbed it. A garment must be laundered to expel matter 
absorbed in it, and a metal vessel must be scoured and rinsed, but an earthenware 
vessel that cannot expel all that it has absorbed must be broken. The Sages also had 
a tradition that these halakhot apply, to a certain degree, to other offerings besides 
a sin offering. 


In this chapter, the Gemara engages in the fundamental determination of which 
sacrificial items sanctify other items when those other items absorb substances from 
the sacrificial items. This determination also involves resolving which halakhot from 
the realm of a sin offering also apply to other consecrated items, and which halakhot 
are unique to the sin offering. 


Details of the treatments applied to the absorbing items are also clarified in this 
chapter. These include the manner by which a garment is laundered; the materials 
used for this procedure; and what distinguishes scouring and rinsing. 


Since the Torah states that when one cleanses the absorbed substances, this must 
be done within the Temple courtyard, the question arises as to the appropriate pro- 
cedure for items that have been removed from the courtyard and rendered ritually 
impure before they have been properly cleansed. It is necessary to present a method 
of performing the cleansing that does not entail desecrating the Sanctuary by bring- 
ing impure items into it. 

In this chapter, there are also a number of practical questions about vessels in which 
various types of sacrificial food were cooked, as well as questions about the status 
of food that was cooked in such vessels. There is also a discussion surrounding a 
vessel in which two or more offerings were cooked in close succession. What is the 
halakha if one cooked an offering, and during the period in which eating that offering 
is permitted, someone cooks another offering in the same vessel? Does the vessel 
gain the status of a vessel used for sacrificial meat whose time has expired from the 
end of the period during which the first meat may be eaten, or does this status set 
in only after the end of the period during which the last item cooked may be eaten? 


Clarification of these questions of principle and practice constitutes the primary 
aim of this chapter. 
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MI SHNA In the case of the blood of a sin offering 


designated for presentation that was sprayed 
on a garment," that garment requires laundering, as is stated with 
regard to a sin offering: “And when any ofits blood shall be sprinkled 
on a garment, you shall launder that on which it shall be sprinkled 
in a sacred place” (Leviticus 6:20). Although the verse is speaking 
only of sin offerings that are eaten and whose blood is presented on 
the outer altar, as it is stated: “In a sacred place shall it be eaten” 
(Leviticus 6:19), the principle is not exclusive to eaten sin offerings. 
With regard to the blood of both the sin offerings that are eaten and 
the sin offerings that are wholly burned and not eaten and whose 
blood is presented on the inner altar," garments sprayed with blood 
from each of these offerings require laundering. As it is stated at the 
start of that passage: “This is the law of the sin offering” (Leviticus 
6:18), it is understood: There is one law for all the sin offerings. 


That is the halakha with regard to sin offerings fit for sacrifice. With 
regard to a disqualified sin offering, its blood does not" cause a 
garment to require laundering whether the offering had a period 
of fitness when its blood was fit for presentation or whether it did 
not have a period of fitness. Which offering is the disqualified sin 
offering that had a period of fitness? It is one that was left overnight 
and then became disqualified; or it is one that became ritually 
impure; or it is one that emerged from of the Temple courtyard. 
Which offering is the disqualified sin offering that did not have a 
period of fitness? It is one that was slaughtered with the intent to 
eat it or present its blood beyond its designated time or outside its 
designated area; or it is one whose blood was collected by people 
disqualified for Temple service and they sprinkled its blood." 
G E M A The mishna teaches: In the case of the blood 
of a sin offering that was sprayed on a 
garment, the garment must be laundered, and this is the halakha 
concerning the blood of sin offerings that are eaten and sin offerings 
that are wholly burned, as it is stated: “This is the law of the sin offer- 
ing”; there is one law for all sin offerings. The Gemara asks: And if 
there is one law for all sin offerings, even the blood of a bird sin 
offering should also require laundering. If so, why is it taught in 
a baraita: One might have thought that the blood ofa bird sin offer- 
ing requires laundering. To counter this, the verse states: “This is 
the law of the sin offering.” The word “this” teaches that the halakha 
is to be restricted to the blood of an animal sin offering and it does 
not apply to the bird sin offering. 


Reish Lakish said in the name of bar Kappara: The verse states: 
“This is the law of the sin offering... shall the sin offering be slaugh- 
tered” (Leviticus 6:18). The verse is speaking specifically of sin 
offerings that are slaughtered and not of bird offerings, which are 
killed by pinching the nape of the neck, rather than slaughtering 

with a knife. 


The Gemara challenges: And I might say that the halakha is to be 
learned in another manner, and the verse is speaking specifically 
of sin offerings that are eaten, as it is written: “In a sacred place 
shall it be eaten” (Leviticus 6:19); but internal sin offerings, which 
are not eaten, should not be included. The Gemara explains: The 
Merciful One amplifies the halakha by stating: “This is the law of 
the sin offering,’ which includes all sin offerings, even those that are 
not eaten. 


The Gemara suggests: If so, then even the blood of the bird sin 
offering" should be included. The Gemara explains: The Merciful 
One restricts the halakha by stating: “This is the law,” which excludes 
bird offerings. 
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HALAKHA 


Blood of a sin offering designated for presentation 
that was sprayed on a garment - -by ima OXON OT 
‘33a: If the blood of an animal sin offering sprays from 
a vessel onto a garment before it has been sprinkled 
on the altar, the garment must be laundered in the 
Temple courtyard, and this does not apply to the 
blood of any other offering of the most sacred order 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 
8:1). 


Both the sin offerings that are eaten and the sin 
offerings that are presented on the inner altar - 
D257 INK) nbg “my: The laundering require- 
ment applies to every animal sin offering, those that 
are eaten and those that are wholly burned on the 
altar (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKor- 
banot 8:2). 


Disqualified sin offering, its blood does not, etc. - 
AD TAT PPX abet DNYN: One is not required to 
wash out the blood of a disqualified sin offering, 
whether the offering had a period of fitness, such 
as if it was left overnight, became ritually impure, or 
emerged from the Temple courtyard; or whether it 
did not have a period of fitness, such as if it was ren- 
dered disqualified during its slaughtering or during 
the presentation of its blood (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 8:3). 


Bird sin offering — 4iy NxwM: One is not required 
to wash out the blood of a bird sin offering, as the 
verse states: “Shall the sin offering be slaughtered” 
(Leviticus 6:18). The verse speaks specifically of sin 
offerings, which are slaughtered, and not of bird 
offerings, which are killed by pinching the nape 
of the neck (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HaKorbanot 8:2). 


NOTES 

Or one whose blood was collected by people dis- 
qualified for Temple service and they sprinkled 
its blood - maT ny OpY) pois arpwr: Rashi's 
text does not include the term: And they sprinkled 
its blood. Once the blood has been sprinkled, even 
if it is a valid sin offering, sprayed blood does not 
need to be washed out, as the Gemara derives from 
a verse (93a). 
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NOTES 

As each variety is a large animal, each variety 
is subject to slaughter on the north - nana jaw 
tias mom: A bird sin offering must be slaugh- 
tered beside the southwest corner of the altar ab 
initio; nevertheless, it remains valid if slaughtered 
anywhere in the Temple courtyard (see 63a). Also, 
its blood is not collected in a vessel, but rather, 
the priest grasps its body and presents the blood 
directly from it. 
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NOTES 


And parts of each are consumed in flames - 
Dwr}: With regard to the bird sin offering, there 
are no portions designated for the flames of the 
altar. Only the blood reaches the altar, and the 
rest is given to the priests to eat. 


To the matter of scouring and rinsing — paw 
mow MPA: Accordingly, the mishna is inter- 
preted as teaching that some of the matters men- 
tioned in the verses, such as scouring and rinsing, 
apply only to eaten sin offerings; nevertheless, 
when the verse speaks of the requirement of 
laundering, this applies to both internal sin offer- 
ings and eaten sin offerings. The language of the 
verse teaches that the requirement applies to 
internal sin offerings, and interpreted amplifica- 
tions teach that laundering applies to eaten sin 
offerings, as explained later in the Gemara. 
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The Gemara asks: And what did you see that indicated that the verse 
is to be understood as including internal sin offerings and excluding 
bird offerings, and not the opposite? The Gemara answers: It stands to 
reason that internal animal sin offerings should have been included 
by the inclusive language of the verse, as internal sin offerings resemble 
eaten animal sin offerings in several ways: Each variety is a large animal 
and not a bird; each variety is subject to slaughter on the north" side 
of the Temple courtyard; and the blood of each requires collection in 
a vessel; 


and their blood is placed on the corner of the altar; and the blood is 
placed with a priest’s finger; and the blood is placed on the edge of the 
corner of the altar; and parts of each are consumed in flames" upon the 
altar. None of these apply to bird sin offerings. 


The Gemara raises an objection: On the contrary, the bird sin offering 
should have been included and likened to the eaten animal sin offerings, 
as the blood of bird sin offerings is presented on the outer altar like an 
animal sin offering that is eaten, and the bird sin offering has portions set 
aside for eating, like it. The Gemara rejects the reasoning for including 
bird offerings: Those features that are common to internal sin offerings 
and eaten animal sin offerings are more numerous than the features 
common to bird sin offerings and eaten animal sin offerings. 


Rav Yosef said: There is another way to prove that the blood ofa bird sin 
offering is not required to be laundered out if it is sprayed on a garment. 
With regard to laundering, the verse states: “The priest that offers it for 
sin shall eat it” (Leviticus 6:19); the obligation described applies to it, i.e, 
the eaten animal sin offering, and not to another similar sin offering. 
Consequently, the verse is excluding a case within the broad category of 
eaten sin offerings, and one is not required to launder out the blood of a 
bird sin offering. 


The Gemara asks: But if the exclusion of bird offerings is derived from 
this verse, then why do I need the derivation from the verse: “This is the 
law of the sin offering”? The Gemara answers: If not for the derivation 
from “this,” I would say that the term “shall eat it” is simply the manner 
of speech of the verse, so that it does not indicate any exclusion. Therefore, 
the word “this” teaches us that a sin offering is excluded, and the term 
“shall eat it,’ demonstrates that the excluded sin offering is one that is eaten. 


Rabba said that there is a different explanation. Internal sin offerings 
cannot be excluded from the requirement of laundering sprayed garments, 
as the verse speaks specifically of internal sin offerings, as the verse states: 

“It shall be sprinkled” (Leviticus 6:20). The verse is speaking of sin 
offerings that require sprinklings, and sprinkling is mentioned specifi- 
cally with regard to internal sin offerings (see Leviticus 4:6), unlike eaten 
animal sin offerings, with regard to which the Torah uses a term of placing 
to describe the presenting of its blood (see Leviticus 4:25). 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: Can one say that the passage about launder- 
ing applies specifically to internal sin offerings? But isn’t it taught in the 
mishna: Although the verse is speaking only of sin offerings that are 
eaten, indicating that the passage certainly applies to sin offerings that are 
eaten? The Gemara answers: The mishna’s statement pertains to the mat- 
ter of scouring and rinsing" copper vessels in which a sin offering was 
cooked (see Leviticus 6:21), which is relevant only to sin offerings that 
are eaten. But in the matter of laundering: “You shall launder that on 
which it shall be sprinkled” (Leviticus 6:20) is written, and the term “it 
shall be sprinkled” indicates only internal sin offerings. By contrast, eaten 
sin offerings are included only through the amplification in the verse: 

“The law of the sin offering” (Leviticus 6:18). 
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The Gemara asks: If so, that the verses prescribing laundering 
are primarily discussing internal sin offerings, and eaten sin offer- 
ings are included only through a derivation, then with regard to 
the statement in the mishna: Both the sin offerings that are eaten 
and the internal sin offerings, is this statement not misleading? 
Rather, the tanna should have stated: Both the internal sin offer- 
ings and the sin offerings that are eaten, first mentioning the 
offerings most clearly indicated in the verse. The Gemara answers: 
Teach it as: Both the internal sin offerings and the sin offerings 
that are eaten. 


If so, that the requirement of laundering applies to those sin offer- 
ings with regard to which the Torah uses the term sprinkling, the 
blood of a bird sin offering should require laundering as well, 
as sprinkling is also mentioned with regard to it (see Leviticus 
5:9). The Gemara answers: The Merciful One excludes bird offer- 
ings by stating: “This is the law of the sin offering.” The Gemara 
challenges: If so, that the function of this verse is to be under- 
stood as a restriction, an external sin offering also should not 
require laundering. The Gemara responds: The Merciful One 
amplified the halakha to include external sin offerings by stating: 
“The law of.” 


The Gemara asks: And what did you see that convinced you to 
exclude bird offerings and include external sin offerings? The 
Gemara answers: It stands to reason that the eaten animal sin 
offering should have been included, as the eaten animal sin 
offering resembles the internal sin offering in several respects: 
Each is a large animal; each is subject to slaughter on the north 
side of the courtyard; and the blood of each requires collection 
in a vessel; and their blood is placed on the corner of the altar; 
and the blood is placed with a priest's finger; and the blood is 
placed on the edge of the corner of the altar; and parts of each are 
consumed in flames upon the altar. None of these apply to bird 
sin offerings. 


The Gemara raises an objection: On the contrary, the bird sin 
offering should have been included in the requirement for laun- 
dering, as the offering of the blood of the bird sin offering is 
termed sprinkling, just like it is in the case of the internal sin 
offering. The Gemara answers: Those features common to internal 
sin offerings and eaten animal sin offerings are more numerous 
than the features common to internal sin offerings and bird sin 
offerings. 


§ The Gemara indicated that the blood of the bird sin offering is 
not received in a vessel, unlike that of animal sin offerings. With 
regard to this halakha, Rabbi Avin asks: When the blood of an 
eaten animal sin offering is brought into the Sanctuary in a vessel, 
this disqualifies it. In the case of a bird sin offering, which is killed 
by pinching the nape of its neck, whose blood a priest brought 
inside the Sanctuary in its neck," what is the halakha? Is its neck 
comparable to a service vessel, since it is from its neck that the 
blood is presented, and therefore it is disqualified if brought into 
the Sanctuary this way? 


Or perhaps is its neck comparable to the neck of a large animal 
offering, about which the Merciful One states in the Torah: “Of 
whose blood is brought into the Tent of Meeting” (Leviticus 6:23), 
which teaches that its blood is disqualified when brought inside 
in a service vessel, but the blood is not disqualified when the 
animal’s flesh is brought inside. What is the status of the bird’s 
neck? The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a baraita: If, after its 
nape is pinched, a bird sin offering convulsed and consequently 
entered inside the Sanctuary" and then it returned to the court- 
yard, it remains valid; its blood may be sprinkled and its meat 
eaten. It can be inferred that the bird offering remains valid if 
it has entered on its own, but if a priest has brought it in, it is 
disqualified because of the blood in its neck. 


HALAKHA 


Bird sin offering whose blood a priest brought 
inside in its neck — ANIA ANT DTW AipT NKUN 
0393: The question of whether the neck of a bird 
sin offering is tantamount to a service vessel is left 
unresolved in the Gemara. Therefore, if the blood of 
a bird sin offering is brought inside the Sanctuary 
in the bird's neck, the offering is to be burned in 
the manner of all bird sin offerings whose statuses 
are uncertain (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 2:19-20 and Kesef Mishne there). 


Ifa bird sin offering convulsed and entered inside 
the Sanctuary — kea TD) MDD Vs: If, after its 
nape is pinched, a bird sin offering convulsed and 
consequently entered the Sanctuary, its blood 
may still be presented (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 2:18). 
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HALAKHA 

The animal convulsed and consequently went out to the 
south — pind TRY Mays: If the animal convulsed after it 
was slaughtered. and consequently it went from the north 
side of the courtyard to the south side before returning to 
the north side, it remains valid. This is the halakha even if 
one brought it out to the south side (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 1:1 and Mahari Kurkus there). 


If the blood of a bird offering spilled onto the floor and 
the priest collected it - 799K) 79%¥77 by 18W): The ques- 
tion of whether a service vessel disqualifies the blood of a 
bird sin offering is left unresolved in the Gemara. Therefore, 
if the blood of a bird offering spilled on the floor and the 
priest collected it, the offering is to be burned in the man- 
ner of all bird sin offerings whose statuses are uncertain 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 2:20). 


NOTES 
Because the blood becomes disqualified by passing into 
the airspace of a vessel — bp mxa ay pay XTT: This is 
the halakha because the airspace ofa vessel, ie, the open 
space above the vessel, is considered to have the same 
status as the vessel (see 25b). 
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The Gemara rejects the proof: But according to your reasoning, 
one might draw a faulty inference from the halakha of a con- 
vulsing offering, as follows. With regard to an animal offering 
of the most sacred order, about which it is taught in a baraita: 
If, after being slaughtered appropriately on the north side of 
the courtyard, the animal convulsed, and consequently it went 
out to the south" side of the courtyard and then returned to the 
north side, it remains valid; should it be inferred: But if a priest 
took it out to the south side it becomes disqualified? The sac- 
rifice is certainly not disqualified by being taken to the south side 
of the courtyard, and the inference is incorrect. 


Rather, it must be assumed that this halakha, that of the con- 
vulsing animal that moved from the northern side to the south- 
ern side, is taught for another purpose. It was necessary for 
the baraita to teach this halakha in order to establish a contrast 
with an animal that went out to the outside beyond the court- 
yard, which is disqualified even if it goes out by itself. Here, 
too, with regard to the bird sin offering, the halakha of the 
convulsing animal that moved into the Sanctuary is taught 
for another purpose. This halakha was necessary for establishing 
a contrast with a bird offering that went out to the outside 
beyond the courtyard, which is disqualified even if it goes out 
by itself. Accordingly, this may not be used to resolve Rabbi 
Avin’s dilemma. 


§ Rabbi Avin asks another question about the blood of a bird 
offering, which is sprinkled directly from the body of the bird 
and not collected in a service vessel. With regard to the blood of 
a large animal, which spills on the floor before it is received in a 
service vessel, it becomes disqualified for presentation (see 25a), 
but if it spills after it is received in a vessel, it may be collected 
from the floor and presented (see 32a). If the blood of a bird 
offering spilled onto the floor and the priest collected it" from 
the floor in order to sprinkle it, what is the halakha? 


Is it simply that the Merciful One did not require a service 
vessel for the collection of the bird’s blood, and therefore a 
priest may collect it from the floor and it remains fit for sprin- 
kling on the altar? Or perhaps the Merciful One rendered a 
service vessel unfit for sprinkling it in any case, and the blood 
must be sprinkled directly from the bird’s body, and therefore, 
if it spills on the floor and the priest collects it, it is unfit for 
sprinkling. 


Rava said: Come and hear a proof, deduced from a baraita: 
One might have thought that the blood of a bird sin offering 
would require laundering if sprayed on a garment. Therefore, 
the verse states: “This is the law of the sin offering” (Leviticus 
6:18), which excludes the bird sin offering. But if it enters your 
mind that the Merciful One rendered a vessel unfit for sprin- 
kling the blood of a bird, this interpretation is unnecessary. I will 
deduce the halakha that a bird’s blood does not require launder- 
ing because the blood becomes disqualified even by merely 
passing into the airspace of a vessel.” Consequently, the blood 
is disqualified when coming into the airspace of the garment, 
which is considered a vessel, and, as disqualified blood, it does 
not subsequently require laundering. 


Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, said: The baraita provides 
no decisive proof, as even if a bird’s blood is disqualified by 
passing into the airspace of a vessel, the word “this” must still 
be interpreted to exclude the blood of a bird sin offering from 
the requirement of laundering. The interpretation of the verse 
accounts for cases in which the blood reaches the vessel without 
first passing into its airspace, as in a case when the priest affixes 
a vessel to the bird’s neck. Consequently, no resolution can be 
derived for Rav Avin’s question. 
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§ The Gemara returns to the primary subject of the mishna, the 
requirement of laundering garments from the sprayed blood of a 
sin offering. Levi asked Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi: If the blood of an 
offering sprayed from one garment to another garment," what is 
the halakha? By contact with the first garment, is the blood 
thereby dismissed with regard to the requirement of laundering,“ 
such that a subsequent garment would not require laundering? 
Or perhaps not. 


Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi said to him: This is an excellent question; 
and the answer is: The garment requires laundering whichever 
way you look at it. If the halakha is that with regard to blood that 
sprayed onto a garment the priest may collect it and it is still fit 
for presentation on the altar, then this blood is also fit. Conse- 
quently, even the second garment must be laundered. And if you 
say that with regard to blood that sprayed onto a garment if he 

collects it, it is unfit for presentation, I hold in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, who says: If the offering had a period 
of fitness and then was disqualified, its blood requires launder- 
ing. Accordingly, since the blood upon the second garment was 

initially collected in a service vessel, it too had a period of fitness. 


NOTES 


By contact with the first garment, is the blood dismissed with 
regard to the requirement of laundering — HPX xap 7337 
Da mh: The following issue underlies Levi's dilemma: f blood 
sprays from a service vessel onto a garment, which then must 
be laundered, does that automatically disqualify that blood from 
being presented upon the altar? If so, as disqualified blood, if 
it is subsequently sprayed on another garment, that garment 


Perek XI 
Daf93 Amuda 


does not require laundering, as explained in a later mishna (93a). 
Alternatively, when blood sprays on a garment, although the 
garment must be laundered, does the blood remain valid for 
presentation, like blood that is collected from the floor after fall- 
ing from a service vessel? If so, blood that sprays upon a second 
garment remains valid for presentation, and that garment also 
must be laundered (Rashi). 
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§ Ina related matter, Rami bar Hama asked of Rav Hisda: If the 
blood of a sin offering sprayed onto a ritually impure garment," 
so that the blood became impure and unfit for presentation, what 
is the halakha? Does the garment require laundering? Rav Huna, 
son of Rav Yehoshua, said: From the fact that Rami bar Hama 
asked the question in this manner, with regard to ritually pure 
blood that sprayed onto an impure garment, and not with regard 
to blood that was already impure that sprayed onto a garment, 
conclude from it that he holds that even if the sin offering had a 
period of fitness and then was disqualified, a garment onto which 
its blood sprayed does not require laundering. 


HALAKHA 


Sprayed onto a ritually impure garment - sav naw wm: The 
Rambam rules that if the blood of a sin offering sprayed onto 
a ritually impure garment, the garment does not require laun- 
dering. Many commentaries find this ruling surprising, as the 
Gemara concludes that, according to the opinion of Rava, all the 
tanna'im agree that the halakha of impurity incurred at that very 
moment cannot be derived from impurity incurred earlier. Since 
the halakha is usually in accordance with the opinion of Rava, 


the sprayed blood should not be viewed as having become 
impure before reaching the garment, and the garment must 
therefore be laundered. Consequently, Mahari Kurkus writes that 
perhaps the Rambam's opinion is based upon a different version 
of the Gemara’s discussion or that the Rambam’s opinion as 
recorded here must be emended (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 8:9, and see Lehem Mishne there). 


HALAKHA 


f the blood sprayed from garment to garment - 734/212 
aaah: Ifthe blood of a sin offering sprayed from one garment 
o another garment, one is not required to launder the 
second garment. This is because a tanna teaches an unat- 
ributed mishna (93a) opposing the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, 
and from the ensuing discussion in the Gemara, it appears 
hat the amora‘im do not adopt Rabbi Akiva’s opinion. In 
addition, there is no clear resolution with regard to whether 
he blood collected from the first garment is fit for presenta- 
ion. Because of this uncertainty, this blood is considered 
unfit for presentation, and the garment it lands on does not 
require laundering (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HaKorbanot 8:9 and Mahari Kurkus there). 
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His question, therefore, is: Does this statement apply only when 
one event, the spraying of the blood, occurs after the other event, 
i.e. the disqualification of the blood? But if the spraying and the 
disqualification occur simultaneously, as in this case, perhaps 
the principle does not apply, and the garment must be laundered. 
Or, perhaps there is no difference whether the events occur this 
way or that way, and even if the offering becomes unfit only as the 
blood touches the garment, it still does not require laundering? 
Rav Hisda said to Rami bar Hama: The matter is subject to the 
dispute between Rabbi Elazar and the Rabbis, in accordance 
with the explanation of Rabba, and as Abaye resolves it. 


The Gemara elaborates: As it is taught in a baraita: Rabbi Elazar 
says: With regard to water of purification,” which has been sancti- 
fied by the ashes of the red heifer, even if the water is rendered 
impure it nevertheless performs its function and purifies a person 
from the ritual impurity imparted by a corpse. This is evident 
because those performing the rite would sprinkle water of puri- 
fication even on a menstruating woman! who has been rendered 
impure by a corpse. Although her menstruation impurity renders 
the water of purification impure when it touches her, it is effective 
in removing the ritual impurity imparted by a corpse. Rabbi Elazar’s 
opinion is in opposition to that of the Rabbis. 


Water of purification - nxen »3: This is water mixed with 
the ashes of the red heifer, which was used to purify people 
and objects that had contracted ritual impurity imparted by a 
corpse. Specifically, potable, running spring water was placed 
in a container, and a small amount of ashes from the red heifer 
was added. The resulting mixture, called water of purification, 
or water of sprinkling, was sprinkled on the people or items to 
be purified. The process of mixing the ashes with water is called 
sanctification of the water of purification. Although this water 
purifies those who are ritually impure, a ritually pure person 
who touches or carries the water becomes ritually impure for 
one day. The ceremony of purification involves taking a bundle 
of three hyssop branches and using it to sprinkle the purifica- 
tion water upon the ritually impure person on the third and the 
seventh day after he became ritually impure. 


Would sprinkle water of purification even on a menstruating 
woman — wy pa mm: The water of purification is sprinkled on 
all types of ritually impure people, e.g., a man who experiences 
a gonorrhea-like discharge [zav], a woman who experiences a 
discharge of uterine blood after her menstrual period [zava], a 
menstruating woman, and one who has given birth. Water of 
purification may be sprinkled upon any of these people if they 


Preparation of the water of purification 


contract ritual impurity imparted by a corpse. On the third and 
seventh days after they contract impurity imparted by a corpse, 
the water is sprinkled on them and they are purified of the ritual 
impurity imparted by the corpse, although they remain with 
any ritual impurity that they acquired from other sources. This 
is the opinion of both Rabbi Elazar and the Rabbis (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Para Aduma 11:3 and Kesef Mishne there). 
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And concerning this dispute, Rabba says: Although it would seem 
that the water of purification applied to a menstruating woman 
does not become impure until it touches her, the case may still 
provide precedent for all water of purification that has become 
impure, as follows: Rabbi Elazar stated his opinion in accordance 
with the opinion of his teacher Rabbi Akiva, who says that pass- 
ing a vessel containing water of purification over the place where 
aritually impure item is renders the vessel considered as if resting 
there, so that the water becomes impure. Consequently, just as 
the water of purification is effective for the menstruating woman 
although it has become impure when hovering above her, water of 
purification always remains effective after having contracted ritual 
impurity. 


That is Rabbi Akiva’s opinion, as we learned in a mishna (Para 10:5): 
There is a dispute with regard to the case of a ritually pure person 
who was standing beyond an oven," which stood between him 
and the wall, and a carcass of a creeping animal,” which imparts 
impurity, was in the oven; and the person stretched out his hand 
to the window and took the jug [halagin]' containing water of 
purification and passed it over the opening of the oven.’ Rabbi 
Akiva deems the water of purification impure, although the jug 
has merely passed over the oven’s opening and has not come to 
rest on it, and the Rabbis deem the water pure. And according 
to Rabba, in this manner do they disagree: That Rabbi Akiva 
holds that the jug is considered as if resting on the opening of 
the oven, and the Rabbis hold that the jug is not considered as 
if resting there. 


BACKGROUND 


HALAKHA 

Ritually pure person who was standing beyond an oven — 
yan yin Waly mm: If a ritually pure person was standing 
beyond a ritually impure oven, and he stretched out his hand 
to a window and took a container containing water of purifi- 
cation from there and passed it over the opening of the oven, 
the water of purification remains pure, in accordance with 
the opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Para 
Aduma 14:5). 


————————___ LANGUAGE 
Jug [lagin] - pb: The source of the word is apparently the 
Greek Adyvvoe, lagunos, or the Latin lagena, meaning a con- 
tainer similar to a bottle or small jug. 


Creeping animal — yw: There are eight creeping animals, 
i.e., small mammals and lizards, whose carcasses impart ritual 
impurity upon contact (see Leviticus 11:29-30). There is no clear 
oral tradition with regard to the identity of the animals listed 
in the Torah. Consequently, the determination of their identity 
involves educated conjecture. Among the suggestions offered 
are that holed is a rat; akhbar is a mouse; tzav is a dabb lizard; 
anaka is a gecko; koah is a monitor; leta‘a is a lizard; homet is a 


skink; and tinshemet is a chameleon. 


Dabb lizard 


Jug from the talmudic period 


Jug - po: A jug was a vessel, usually made from earthenware, Opening of the oven - 7130 °3: 
that served as a container for beverages and was kept on the 
table and used to pour into the cups of those dining there, 
similar to the use of a pitcher or bottle in modern times. The 
volume held by such jugs was at most two to three liters. 
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NOTES 

Rabbi Akiva concedes that in the act of sprinkling, etc. - 
ADINI KDP 7 TTI: With regard to the jug of water, 
there are specific factors that lead Rabbi Akiva to deem the 
water impure, as the Gemara explains. With regard to pass- 
ing the airborne water in the act of sprinkling, the halakha 
accords with the basic principle: Water of purification does 
not become impure by passing over a ritually impure item. 
Accordingly, because Rabbi Elazar’s teacher, Rabbi Akiva, 
does not himself hold that the airborne water of purifica- 
tion becomes impure merely by passing over an impure 
item, Rabba’s interpretation would seem untenable. 


HALAKHA 

Sprinkling in which the person passed the water of 
purification over an impure earthenware vessel — 
xay Dyg ds by ayayaw mera: Water of purification 
that, when sprinkled, passed over an item that is ritually 
impure, such as an impure surface designated for lying 
on or sitting on, remains pure (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Para Aduma 14:5). 
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And Abaye raised an objection to Rabba’s interpretation from a 
baraita (Tosefta, Para 10:6): Although he deems the water of puri- 
fication impure in the previous case, Rabbi Akiva concedes that 
in the act of sprinkling,” in which the person passed the water 
of purification over an impure earthenware vessel" or over an 
impure item designated for lying or sitting, the water remains pure. 
This is so because there is nothing that renders impure all that is 
in the airspace directly above it, like anything below that touches 
it, other than an olive-bulk from a corpse and all other items 
which impart ritual impurity to those items which overlie them, 
including a stone marked with leprosy.’ Such a stone also imparts 
overlying impurity, rendering impure anything under the same roof 
or, if there is no roof, in the airspace directly above it up to the sky. 


Rather, Abaye said: Everyone agrees that a vessel containing water 
of purification passing over an item that is ritually impure is not 
considered as if it is resting on it. And here, with regard to the 
jug being taken over the oven, they disagree about this: Rabbi 
Akiva holds that we decree that the vessel contracts impurity by 
rabbinic law, since perhaps a vessel carried above an impure item 
will come to rest directly on that impure item. And the Rabbis 
hold: We do not decree that the vessel contracts impurity in such 
a case. And Rabbi Akiva concedes that in the act of sprinkling, 
while the water passes over an impure item, once it has set forth 
into the air, it has set forth. Since the water has left the person's 
hand, the person cannot leave it to rest upon an impure item. 


The Gemara asks: If so, Rabbi Akiva and the Rabbis would agree 
that the water of purification does not become impure before touch- 
ing a menstruating woman. And, if so, then Rabbi Elazar and the 
Rabbis, who disagree as to whether impure water of purification 
renders one pure, with regard to what case do they disagree? 
Abaye said: They disagree with regard to whether one may derive 
the halakha of impurity rendered earlier, before sprinkling the 
water of purification, from the halakha of impurity rendered at 
that very moment that the purification occurs, as in the case of 
the menstruating woman. 


One Sage, Rabbi Elazar, holds: One derives the halakha in this 
manner, and, therefore, the water effects purification even if the 
water has become impure first. And one Sage, the Rabbis, holds 
that one does not derive this halakha. Therefore, Rav Hisda’s answer 
to Rami bar Hama is that, according to the opinion of Rabbi Elazar, 
if the impurity occurs in the moment that the sin offering’s blood 
touches the impure garment, the halakha is the same as it is when 
the blood has become impure before reaching the garment. In both 
cases, the garment is exempt from laundering. According to the 
opinion of the Rabbis, the halakha is not the same in both cases: 
If the blood becomes impure at the very moment it reaches the 
garment, laundering is required. 


Rava said: The case of sprinkling water of purification upon a 
menstruating woman has no bearing upon the case of the sprayed 
garment, as everyone holds that one does not derive the halakha 
of impurity incurred earlier from the halakha of impurity incurred 
at that very moment. 


BACKGROUND 


Stone marked with leprosy — nyana yas: By Torah law (see 
Leviticus 14:33-57), if a mark that may be leprosy appears upon 
he wall of a house, a priest is brought to examine the house. If 
he priest confirms that there is evidence of leprosy, the house 
is left uninhabited for a week, after which it is reexamined by 
he priest. If the mark has darkened or disappeared, the house 
is declared ritually pure. If the mark is unchanged, the house is 
quarantined for a second week. If the mark has then darkened, 
he house undergoes a purification process and is declared ritu- 
ally pure. But if the mark is unchanged or has spread, the affected 
parts of the house are removed and replaced with new materials, 


after which the house is quarantined a third time. If the mark 
reappears, the entire house must be destroyed, and its stones 
are disposed of in a ritually impure place. With the exception of 
items in hermetically sealed earthenware containers, a leprous 
house renders ritually impure all the people and items inside 
it. Therefore, all the items in the house are removed before the 
initial examination by the priest in order to prevent them from 
becoming ritually impure. Once the house is declared free of 
leprosy, it must be purified by a process involving birds, cedar 
wood, hyssop, and red thread, parallel to the purification process 
by which a leprous person is purified. 
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Rava continues: But here, with regard to the precedent of the men- 
struating woman, they disagree about this: Rabbi Elazar holds that 
sprinkling the water of purification requires a specific measure of 
the water, but sprinklings of small quantities combine to constitute 
sprinklings of the required measure. Therefore, if the initial sprin- 
kling on the woman does not contain a sufficient measure of water, 
the small quantity of water of purification first becomes impure, 
but it later combines with the subsequent sprinkling to purify her. 
Consequently, water of purification that has already become impure 
may effect purification. But the Rabbis hold that sprinkling of the 
water does not require a measure." Accordingly, the woman is puri- 
fied by the initial sprinkling, although the purification water becomes 
impure at the very moment that it reaches her; and this does not have 
any bearing on a case in which the purification water is impure before 
it touches the person upon whom it is sprinkled. 


§ The mishna teaches: With regard to a disqualified sin offering, a 
garment on which its blood is sprayed does not require laundering, 
whether the offering had a moment of qualification when its blood 
was fit for sprinkling or whether it did not have a moment of quali- 
fication. The Sages taught in a baraita: With regard to a garment on 
which the blood of a sin offering sprayed, the verse states: “And 
when any of its blood shall be sprinkled on a garment” (Leviticus 
6:20), teaching that laundering is required when some of the blood 
of a fit sin offering is sprayed on the garment, but this is not so in 
the case of the blood of a disqualified sin offering." Rabbi Akiva 
says: If the sin offering had a period of fitness and then was dis- 
qualified, a garment onto which its blood sprayed still requires 
laundering. If it did not have a period of fitness at all and was 
then disqualified, a garment onto which its blood sprayed does 
not require laundering. 


And Rabbi Shimon says: With regard to both this sin offering that 
had a period of fitness and that sin offering that did not, a garment 
onto which its blood sprayed does not require laundering. What 
is the reasoning of Rabbi Shimon? The Gemara answers: It is 
written in the Torah with regard to laundering the blood of a sin 
offering: “Every male among the priests may eat it” (Leviticus 
6:22), and only it. And it is written earlier in that same section: 
“Of its blood” (Leviticus 6:20), but not all its blood. Therefore, there 
are two exclusionary terms; one excludes laundering for the situa- 
tion where the unfit offering had a period of fitness, and the other 
excludes a situation in which the offering did not have a period 
of fitness. 


The Gemara asks: And how does Rabbi Akiva interpret these verses? 
From the term “of its blood” he derives that the offering that has no 
period of fitness is excluded. The exclusion indicated by the word “it” 
teaches that the requirement for scouring and rinsing a copper vessel 
in which sacred food was cooked excludes teruma, i.e., scouring 
and rinsing is not required for a vessel in which teruma was cooked. 
And rejecting Rabbi Akiva’s understanding, Rabbi Shimon con- 
forms to his line of reasoning, as he says: Offerings of lesser sanc- 
tity do not require scouring and rinsing" as explained on 96b, and 
all the more so does teruma not require this. Consequently, Rabbi 
Shimon does not need a verse to exclude teruma, and he interprets 
the verse to exclude both a sin offering that had a period of fitness 
and a sin offering that did not have a period of fitness. 


HALAKHA 


Sprinkling does not require a measure — WY TINY pre MXIT: 
When one sprinkles water of purification upon several people 
or several items at once, any amount of water touching them 
is enough to purify them (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Para 
Aduma 10:8). 


Some of the blood of a fit sin offering but not of the blood 
of a disqualified sin offering - 703 om xy TYWI DT: 
One is not required to launder a garment onto which the 
blood of a disqualified sin offering sprayed, whether or not 
the offering had a period of fitness. This ruling is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, which is the unattributed 
opinion in the mishna (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HaKorbanot 8:3). 


Scouring and rinsing — 75»w mpya: The process of scouring 
and rinsing is required for any vessel which is used with heat 
for any consecrated items or offerings, in accordance with the 
unattributed opinion in the mishna on 96b (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 8:14). 
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HALAKHA 

If the blood of a sin offering sprayed from the neck — 179 
‘wiv p: If the blood of a sin offering sprayed from the 
neck of the animal, or from the corner of the altar, onto 
a garment; or if the blood spilled onto the floor, and the 
priest collected it, and it sprayed on a garment; the gar- 
ment does not require laundering (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 8:6). 


Perek XI 
Daf93 Amudb 


HALAKHA 

The case where a priest received less blood than is 
sufficient for sprinkling in this vessel - *t37 nina bop 
m doa mt: With regard to all animal offerings, if an 
amount of blood that is insufficient for the required sprin- 
klings is collected, the blood does not become sanctified 
for sprinkling on the altar, in accordance with the conclu- 
sion of the Gemara (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HakKorbanot 4:8 and Mishne LaMelekh there). 
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MI S HNA If the blood of a sin offering sprayed from 


the neck" of the animal onto a garment, the 
garment does not require laundering. If the blood was collected 
in a vessel and sprinkled on the altar and sprayed from the corner 
or from the base of the altar onto the garment, the garment does 
not require laundering, as the blood was already sprinkled and its 
mitzva was fulfilled. If the blood spilled from the neck onto the 
floor before it was collected in a vessel, and the priest collected the 
blood and it sprayed on a garment, the garment does not require 
laundering. It is only with regard to blood that was received in a 
sacred vessel and is fit for sprinkling that the garment requires 


laundering. 
C E M A The Gemara cites sources for the halakhot 
mentioned in the mishna. The Sages taught 
in a baraita: One might have thought that if blood sprayed from 
the neck of the animal onto a garment, the garment should require 
laundering. Therefore, the verse states: “On which it shall be 
sprinkled” (Leviticus 6:20), which teaches: I told you that a gar- 
ment requires laundering only with regard to blood which is fit 
for sprinkling, which must be collected in a vessel directly from 
the neck of the animal. It is taught in another baraita: One might 
have thought that if blood sprayed from the corner or from the 
base of the altar, the garment should require laundering. Therefore, 
the verse states: “On which it shall be sprinkled,’ excluding that 
blood that was already sprinkled. 


§ The mishna teaches: If the blood spilled from the neck onto the 
floor before it was collected in a vessel, and the priest collected the 
blood and it sprayed on a garment, the garment does not require 
laundering. It is only with regard to blood that was received in 
a sacred vessel and is fit for sprinkling that the garment requires 
laundering. 


With regard to the statement that only blood that was collected in 
a vessel and is fit for sprinkling requires the laundering of the gar- 
ment on which it sprayed, the Gemara asks: Why do I also need 
this? After all, it was already taught that if blood spilled from the 
neck onto the floor before it was collected in a vessel, and it sprayed 
ona garment, the garment does not require laundering. The Gemara 
answers: This is not an additional halakha, but rather the mishna is 
saying: What is the reason? What is the reason that if the blood 
spilled from the neck onto the floor before it was collected in a 
vessel, and the priest collected it and it sprayed on a garment, the 
garment does not require laundering? This is because it is only 
with regard to blood that was received in a sacred vessel and is fit 
for sprinkling that the garment requires laundering. 


§ The mishna teaches: It is only with regard to blood that was 
received in a sacred vessel and is fit for sprinkling that the garment 
requires laundering. The Gemara asks: As it was already taught 
that when disqualified blood is sprayed on a garment, it does 
not require laundering, this reiteration serves to exclude what? 
The Gemara answers: It serves to exclude the case where a priest 
received less blood than is sufficient for sprinkling in this vessel," 
and less than is sufficient for sprinkling in that vessel, and then 
he mixed together the blood from the two vessels. In such a case, 
even though the combined amount is now enough for sprinkling, 
the blood did not become fit for sprinkling. 
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This is as it is taught in a baraita: With regard to the sanctification 
of water of purification, Rabbi Halafta bar Shaul says: If a priest 
sanctified less than is sufficient for sprinkling" in this vessel and 
less than is sufficient for sprinkling in that vessel, and he then 
mixed together the water from the two vessels, he has not sanctified 
it to become water of purification. 


Ina related issue, a dilemma was raised before the Sages: Ifa priest 
did this for the blood of an internal sin offering, collecting less than 
is sufficient for sprinkling in each vessel and then mixing all the 
blood together, what is the halakha? Is Rabbi Halafta’s statement 
about the water of purification a halakha transmitted to Moses from 
Sinai, and we do not learn from such a halakha an application to a 
different matter? 


Or, perhaps: What is the reason there, that the combined water of 
purification is not fit for sprinkling? It may be because it is written 
about sprinkling the water: “And dip it in the water” (Numbers 
19:18), stressing that it is to be dipped in precisely the same water 
that was first placed in the vessel. This indicates that from the outset 
there must be an amount sufficient for sprinkling. If so, then here 
also there is comparable language employed with regard to the 
blood of a sin offering. It is written: “And the priest shall dip his 
finger in the blood, and sprinkle of the blood” (Leviticus 4:6). Does 
this prove that from the outset there must be sufficient blood for 
sprinkling? 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a proof, as Rabbi Zerika says 
that Rabbi Elazar says: Even in the case of the blood of a sin offer- 
ing, if one collected two insufficient amounts and then mixed them 
together, he did not sanctify the blood to make it fit for sprinkling 
on the altar, and therefore, if it sprays on a garment, one is not 
required to launder the garment. 


§ Rava says: It is taught in a baraita with regard to the internal sin 
offering, whose blood is sprinkled in the Sanctuary: The verse states: 
“And the priest shall dip his finger in the blood, and sprinkle of the 
blood” (Leviticus 4:6); and there must be enough blood in the 
vessel for the priest to dip his finger in it so that he does not need to 
wipe" blood from the sides or the bottom of the vessel onto his 
finger. The verse states: “In the blood,” teaching that the blood is 
unfit for sprinkling unless there is a measure of the blood fit for 
dipping in the vessel from the outset, and the blood is disqualified 
if more blood is added to a vessel that initially contained less than 
the required measure. The verse states: “Sprinkle of the blood,’ 
which teaches that he must sprinkle of the blood that is mentioned 
in this matter, which is the blood in the vessel. 


And it was necessary for the Torah to write the term: “In the blood,” 
as well as the term: “And the priest shall dip.” As, had the Merciful 

One written only: “And the priest shall dip,” I would say that if 
there is sufficient blood at the time of dipping, even though there 

was not a measure of blood fit for dipping in the vessel from the 

beginning, it is nevertheless fit for dipping. Therefore, the Merciful 

One writes: “In the blood,” to teach that there must be sufficient 

blood from the beginning. 


HALAKHA 


Ifa priest sanctified less than is sufficient for sprinkling - wp And the priest shall dip and there must be enough blood so 
Tgi 13 nina: To be sanctified through the addition of red that he does not need to wipe - 359p xy bap When the priest 
heifer ashes, the water of purification in a container must be ofa dips his finger in the blood of a sin offering held in a service vessel 
sufficient amount to be sprinkled on a ritually impure person or _ in order to sprinkle that blood, the vessel must contain sufficient 
item. That is, there must be sufficient water for the dipping of the blood for the priest to dip his finger into it, and it must not contain 
top of a hyssop stalk. If one placed red heifer ashes on less than such a small amount that he must wipe up blood with his finger 
this amount of water in one container and on a similar amount (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 5:9; see Kesef 
of water in a second container, they are not sanctified. This ruling Mishne, Mishne LaMelekh, and Hiddushei HaGriz there). 

is in accordance with the statement of Rabbi Halafta bar Shaul 

(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Para Aduma 9:3, 15:1). 
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NOTES 


And if the Merciful One had written: In the blood, | would 
say that even if he wipes — XX MI D7 NATI IND NK) 
3501 yon: Some explain that the emphasis of: Inthe blood, 
is insufficient to determine how much blood must be in 
the vessel from the outset. One might assume that even 
enough blood to wipe is sufficient. Therefore, the verse must 
also mention dipping to teach that from the outset there 
must be sufficient blood for dipping (Shita Mekubbetzet; see 
Rambam and 40b). 


Your student says that Rav Amram says — qran ny 
DY 17X: To preserve the proper honor and respect 
of Rava, his student, Ravin bar Rav Adda, did not want to 
contradict Rava's opinion directly by citing the statement 
of Rav Amram, who was Rava'’s contemporary. Therefore 
he used this indirect formulation, which humbly refers to 
himself as Rava's student. According to another version of 
the text, he used an even more indirect formula, saying: Your 
students say that Rav Amram says, anonymously presenting 
the question in the name of others. 


He wipes his hand on the body of the red heifer — it mapa 
ms by 75132: The verse mentions burning its blood ‘along 
with its skin, flesh, and dung. Accordingly, the priest wipes 
the animal’s blood, which remains upon his hand, back onto 
the body of the animal, so that it too will be burned (Rashi). 


HALAKHA 


The remainder that is on the priest's finger is unfit - myw 
pois yaxnaw: When the priest sprinkles the blood of a 
sin offering, he must dip his finger in the blood for each 
sprinkling on a specific corner of the altar. When he finishes 
sprinkling the blood on a corner, he wipes his finger on the 
edge of the bowl that holds the blood. Before he sprinkles 
on another corner, he dips his finger in the blood again. 
This ruling is in accordance with the statements of Rava 
and Rabbi Elazar (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
Hakorbanot 5:8). 


Once the sprinkling has left his hand — ita met answa: 

If blood from a sin offering sprays from the priest's hand onto 
a garment after the sprinkling onto the altar has left his hand, 
he is not required to launder the garment, in accordance 
with Rava’s statement (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HaKorbanot 8:8). 


On the body of the red heifer - 7719 bw 7ga: The remain- 
der of the blood on the priest's finger from the previous 
sprinkling is unfit for further sprinkling. Therefore, he wipes 
his finger on the body of the red heifer after each sprinkling. 
This contradicts the statement of Abaye, and some explain 
hat the Rambam had a different version of the text in trac- 
ate Menahot (Shita Mekubbetzet on 7b there), or that Ram- 
bam ruled in accordance with the Sifrei (Ma‘aseh Roke‘ah). 
The Lehem Mishne explains that the Rambam’s statement 
does not necessarily mean that the requirement is to wipe 
he blood specifically on the body of the red heifer (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Para Aduma 3:2). 


PERSONALITIES 
Rav Amram - ayay 31: Two people named Rav Amram are 
mentioned in the Talmud. The first belonged to the second 
generation of amora’im and was a student of Rav. The sec- 
ond, who is referred to here, belonged to the third and fourth 
generations of Babylonian amora’im and was a student of 
Rav Sheshet and Rav Nahman. There are also descriptions 
of him holding discussions with Abaye. 
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And if the Merciful One had written only: “In the blood,” 
I would say that if at the beginning there was an appropriate 

measure of blood, it is not necessary for the vessel to retain a 

measure of enough blood throughout the whole rite, and even 

if he eventually wipes" blood off of the vessel onto his finger, it 

is sufficient for sprinkling. Therefore, the Merciful One writes: 

“And the priest shall dip,” to teach that there must remain enough 

blood to dip his finger each time. 


The cited baraita states: The verse states: “Sprinkle of the blood,” 
which teaches that he must sprinkle of the blood that is men- 
tioned in this matter, which is the blood in the vessel. The 
Gemara asks: In order to exclude what was this mentioned? 
Rava said: This serves to exclude the remainder of the blood 
that is on the priest’s finger after sprinkling, which may not 
be used for further sprinkling, as he must dip his finger in the 
blood again for each sprinkle. Rava continues: This supports 
the opinion of Rabbi Elazar, as Rabbi Elazar says: The remain- 
der of the blood that is on the priest’s finger after sprinkling is 
unfit" for further sprinkling. 


Ravin bar Rav Adda said to Ray, i.e., Rava: Your student says 
that Rav Amram’ says:" We already learn a baraita opposing 
Rabbi Elazar’s opinion: If a priest was sprinkling the blood of 
an internal sin offering, and a sprinkle sprayed from his hand 
onto a garment, the halakha depends on the circumstances. If it 
sprayed before he sprinkled, the garment requires laundering, 
but if it sprayed once he has sprinkled, it does not require 
laundering. 


Ravin bar Rav Adda explains: What, is it not this that the baraita 
is saying: If the blood sprayed on a garment before the priest 
concluded sprinkling, the garment requires laundering, even 
if it sprayed from the remainder on his finger; but if it sprayed 
once the priest has concluded sprinkling, it does not require 
laundering? This indicates that blood sprayed from the remain- 
der on his finger requires laundering, so it must be fit for sprin- 
kling. Rava replied: No, this is what the baraita is saying: If the 
blood sprayed on a garment before the sprinkling has left his 
hand, it requires laundering, but if it sprayed once the sprin- 
kling has left his hand," the remainder on his finger does not 
require laundering if it then sprays onto a garment. 


Abaye raised an objection to Rabbi Elazar’s opinion from what 
is taught about sprinkling the blood of the red heifer in a mishna 
(Para 3:9): When the priest has concluded sprinkling the blood, 
he wipes his hand on the body of the red heifer.\" Evidently, if 
he concluded sprinkling, yes, he does wipe his hand; but if he 
did not conclude sprinkling, he does not wipe his hand, even 
though a remainder is left on his finger. Evidently, this remainder 
is fit for sprinkling. Rava said to him: The mishna is to be under- 
stood otherwise: Ifhe concluded sprinkling, he wipes his entire 
hand on the body of the red heifer; but ifhe has not concluded 
sprinkling, he wipes only his finger after each sprinkling. 


The Gemara asks: Granted, ifhe concluded sprinkling, he wipes 
his hand on the body of the red heifer, as it is stated: “And the 
heifer shall be burned in his sight; its skin, and its flesh, and 
its blood” (Numbers 19:5), indicating that the remaining blood 
must be incinerated together with the flesh. But on what does 
he wipe his finger after each sprinkling, since he must not wipe 
it on the body of the heifer, which might cause hair to stick to 
his finger, interfering with the sprinkling? Abaye said: He wipes 
his finger on the lip of the bowl holding the blood for sprinkling, 
as it is written: “Atoning bowls [keforei] of gold” (Ezra 1:10). 
The atoning bowls are so named because the priest wipes his 
finger on them, and the word keforei indicates cleansing by way 
of wiping (see Hullin 8b). 
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MI S HN A Apropos laundering the blood of a sin offer- 


ing from garments onto which it sprayed, the 
mishna discusses what is considered a garment. If the blood ofa sin 
offering sprayed onto the hide of an animal" before it was flayed 
from the animal, the hide does not require laundering, because its 
status is not that ofa garment, which is susceptible to ritual impurity. 
If the blood sprayed onto the hide after it was flayed, it requires 
laundering; this is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda. 


Rabbi Elazar says: Even if the blood sprayed onto the hide after it 

was flayed, it does not require laundering" until it is crafted into a 

vessel or garment that is actually susceptible to ritual impurity. This 

is the principle with regard to laundering: A garment must be laun- 
dered only in the place where the blood was sprayed, and only if it 
is an item that is fit to become ritually impure, and only if it is an 

item fit for laundering. 


With regard to the garment mentioned explicitly in the Torah, and 
the sackcloth," and the hide, all of these require laundering. And 
the laundering must be performed in a sacred place," the Temple 
courtyard, and the breaking of an earthenware vessel in which a 
sin offering was cooked must be performed ina sacred place, and 
scouring and rinsing of a copper vessel in which a sin offering was 
cooked" must be performed in a sacred place. With regard to this 
matter, a stringency applies to a sin offering more than it applies 
to offerings of the most sacred order." 


GEMARA With regard to blood sprayed on a flayed 


hide, from where are these matters, i.e., 
the divergent opinions of Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Elazar, derived? 
The Gemara explains: They are derived as the Sages taught in a 
baraita: It is stated with regard to laundering: “And when any of its 
blood shall be sprinkled on a garment” (Leviticus 6:20). I have 
derived only a garment; from where do I include an animal’s hide 
after it was flayed? The same verse states: “You shall launder that 
on which it shall be sprinkled,” to include any item on which the 
blood sprayed. 


One might have thought that I would include a hide even before 
it was flayed. To counter this, the verse states: “Garment.” Conse- 
quently, just as any manner of garment is an item fit to become 
ritually impure’ if one intends to use it, e.g., making it a patch for 
his clothing, so too the requirement of laundering applies to any 
item that becomes fit to become ritually impure when one intends 
to use it as is. A hide is fit to become ritually impure after it has been 
flayed, when one intends to use it for a rug or the like; this is the 
statement of Rabbi Yehuda. 


Rabbi Elazar holds that, even after it is flayed, the hide does not 
require laundering. In interpreting the verse, he says: The verse 
states: “Garment,” and from this I have derived only a garment; 
from where do I include sackcloth“ 


HALAKHA 


Sprayed onto the hide of an animal - iy by m: 
If the blood of a sin offering sprayed onto the hide 
of an animal before it was flayed, the hide does 
not require laundering; but if it sprayed onto the 
hide after it was flayed, it requires laundering. Even 
though it is not yet susceptible to ritual impurity, it 
will be fit to be susceptible to ritual impurity after 
it is processed. This ruling is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, which is stated as an 
unattributed opinion later in the mishna (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 8:5, and see 
commentaries there). 


It does not require laundering — Dia’ fyb ix: 
A garment sprayed with the blood of a sin offer- 
ing must be laundered only where the blood was 
sprayed. Moreover, this applies only to an article that 
is fit to become ritually impure, and it applies only if 
it is an item fit for laundering (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 8:4). 


The garment mentioned explicitly in the Torah 
and the sackcloth — pwn amg 7347 TM: A garment, 
a soft hide, and sackcloth all must be laundered 
when sprayed with the blood of a sin offering (Ram- 
bam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 8:2). 


And the laundering must be performed in a 
sacred place - wit? Dipaa mawa: A garment 
onto which the blood of an animal sin offering 
was sprayed must be laundered in water within 
the Temple courtyard (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 8:1). 


Vessel in which a sin offering was cooked — bp 
nxon ia a wanaw: With regard to an earthenware 
vessel in which the meat of a sin offering that is 
eaten by priests was cooked, the vessel must be 
broken in the Temple courtyard; if it is a metal vessel, 
it must be scoured and rinsed in water in the Temple 
courtyard. Although the Torah does not explicitly 
state that these actions must be performed in a 
sacred place, their status is the same as that of the 
requirement for laundering a garment on which 
blood sprayed (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HaKorbanot 8:11). 


NOTES 


With regard to this matter a stringency applies to a sin offer- 
ing more than to offerings of the most sacred order — Wain mt 
DWP wp nyna: Which halakha is this referring to? Rashi 
posits that this is the requirement of laundering a garment 
on which blood sprayed, which applies only in the case of a 
sin offering. 

The Rambam suggests that a stringency is also apparent in 
the requirement to break the earthenware vessels, as for other 
offerings of the most sacred order, scouring and rinsing is suf- 
ficient for the earthenware vessels in which they were cooked. 
While the earthenware vessels used for all sacred offerings all 
absorb the tastes of the offerings, and therefore one may not 
cook in them, it is only with regard to the vessels of sin offerings 
that there is a specific mitzva to break the vessels (Hazon Ish). 
Others disagree and contend that the vessels used to cook 


sacred offerings do not become forbidden through contact 
with their contents, because at the time the meat was cooked 
in them, the meat was still permitted (Rashash). 


Just as any manner of garment is an item fit to become 
ritually impure - mya bap KWI TI T: According to some 
early commentaries, Rabbi Yehuda holds that a flayed animal 
hide is subject to the requirement to be laundered so long as 
it is lacking only the owner designating it mentally for a useful 
purpose. Even according to Rabbi Yehuda, if the hide is also 
missing a physical act in order to render it useful, as in the case 
when the hide is not yet flayed, then it is not yet fit to become 
ritually impure (Rashi and Josafot, and see Keren Ora). 

In the opinion of the Rambam and other early commentar- 
ies, once the hide is flayed, it already assumes the status of a 


garment that is fit to become ritually impure. Even if the hide 
is missing a physical act in order to become useful, the hide is 
subject to the requirement to be laundered, according to the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda (Rambam, commentaries of Rabbi 
Shimshon of Saens and Rabbeinu Hillel on Torat Kohanim). 


Include sackcloth - pw mia: Rashi explains that when the 
Torah employs the generic term garment, this refers only to 
either wool or linen (see Leviticus 13:47). Therefore, a garment 
made of sackcloth, fashioned of goat hair, is not presumed to 
be included. Similarly, when the Gemara refers to the expanded 
category: All types of garments (see 94a), this means other 
woven articles, excluding those made of wool or linen. 
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Perek XI 
Dafo4 Amuda 


NOTES 


Animal's hide after it was flayed - vwamgn xiy: The textual 
version accepted by Rashi and the majority of the early com- 
mentaries reads: After it was flayed. There is another version 
hat reads: Before it was flayed (see Tosafot). 


What is the difference between the opinions — 173" "22: 
According to Rashi, the phrase: What is the difference 
between the two opinions, is to be understood: About what 
do they disagree? This interpretation is related to Rashi’s 
version of the text of the Gemara, according to which Rabbi 
Elazar interprets the verse to exclude even a flayed hide 
from the requirement of laundering until it is completely 
ready for use. Consequently, there is a clear differentiation 
between the opinions of Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Elazar: 
Rabbi Yehuda holds that once the hide is flayed it must be 
aundered, and Rabbi Elazar holds that it does not require 
aundering until it is susceptible to ritual impurity. Therefore, 
Rashi understands that the Gemara is asking about the fun- 
damental principle that differentiates between the opinions 
of the two Sages instead of seeking a singular instance in 
which they disagree. 

Accordingly, the dispute is easily defined. Rabbi Elazar 
understands that the word “garment” indicates an item that 
is already susceptible to ritual impurity when the blood 
sprays on it, and Rabbi Yehuda understands the word as 
also including an item that is only fit to become ritually 
impure in the future. 

In the alternative version, according to which the verse 
is interpreted to exclude a hide that has not yet been 
flayed, both Sages state an apparently identical ruling, and 
it is necessary to search for a practical application of their 
disagreement. 


HALAKHA 


Patch of cloth less than three by three fingerbreadths — 
vown anna dun: Patches of cloth less than three by three 

handbreadths are not susceptible to ritual impurity. If one 

designates a smaller patch of cloth and prepares it for use, it 
is susceptible to ritual impurity unless it measures less than 

three by three fingerbreadths. Below that measure, it is not 
susceptible to ritual impurity at all (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Kelim 22:21 and Ra’avad there, 23:3). 
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and all types of garments made of other materials in the require- 
ment of laundering? The verse states: “You shall launder that 
on which it shall be sprinkled.” One might have thought that I 
include an animal’s hide after it was flayed." That verse states: 


“Garment,” to teach that just as a garment is an item that is sus- 


ceptible to ritual impurity as is, so too any comparable item that 
is a ready utensil and therefore susceptible to impurity must be 
laundered. Accordingly, Rabbi Elazar holds that merely flaying a 
hide is insufficient to render it an item that must be laundered. 


The Gemara asks: What is the practical difference between the 
opinions" of Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Elazar? Is there an item that 
is fit to become ritually impure, but is not actually susceptible to 
impurity? Abaye said: A patch of cloth less than three by three 
fingerbreadths" presents a practical difference between the two 
opinions. According to the one who says that any garment fit to 
become ritually impure must be laundered, this patch of cloth is 
also fit to become ritually impure, as if the owner wants, he can 
intend it for a specific use, as in patching his garment. According 
to the one who says that only an object already susceptible to 
impurity must be laundered, this patch, in any event, is not yet 
susceptible to impurity so it does not require laundering. 


Rava said: A garment upon which an individual initially intended 
to place an image constitutes a practical difference between the 
two opinions. Since the garment was initially intended to have an 
adornment, the garment is considered incomplete and not yet 
susceptible to impurity until the image is added. According to 
the one who says that any garment fit to become ritually impure 
requires laundering, this garment is also fit to become ritually 
impure, as if the owner wants to, he can void his intention to 
add the image, and the garment will be automatically susceptible 
to impurity. According to the one who says that only an item 
already susceptible to impurity requires laundering, now, at least, 
this garment is not susceptible to impurity and does not require 
laundering. 


According to a different version, Rava said: An unfinished hide 
[utzeva]' that one intended to trim in a precise manner consti- 
tutes a practical difference between the two opinions. According 
to the one who says that any garment-like item fit to become ritu- 
ally impure must be laundered, this hide must be laundered, since 
it is also fit to be susceptible to impurity if he voids his intention. 
According to the one who says that only an item already suscep- 
tible to impurity must be laundered, this hide does not require 
laundering since it is not susceptible to impurity until he trims 
it. This explanation may be corroborated, as itis taught in a baraita: 
Rabbi Shimon ben Menasya says: An unfinished hide that one 
intended to trim is ritually pure until he trims it. 


LANGUAGE 


Unfinished hide [utzeva] - 


Stack of unfinished cowhides 


sayy: The source of this word is 
unclear, and although many suggestions have been offered, 
none of them are convincing. Rashi explains that the Gemara 
speaks of a hide that is spread out so that one can eat or lie 
upon it, and others explain that it is a cover for a bed or for a 
horse (commentaries of Geonim; Rambam). 
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§ The mishna teaches: A garment requires laundering only in 
the place that the blood was sprayed; but the entire garment does 
not require laundering. The Gemara asks: From where are these 
matters derived? They are derived from a verse, as the Sages 
taught: The verse states: “And when any of its blood shall be 
sprinkled on a garment.” One might have thought that even if 
the blood sprayed only on part of a garment, the entire gar- 
ment should require laundering. To counter this, the same 
verse states: “That on which it shall be sprinkled.” This is to be 
understood: I told you that laundering is required only in the 
place that the blood was sprayed. 


The mishna also teaches: A garment must be laundered only if it 
is an item that is fit to become ritually impure, and only if it is 
an item fit for laundering. The Gemara observes: Evidently, the 
unattributed portion of the mishna is taught in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. This statement is unlike the opin- 
ion of Rabbi Elazar, who holds that only an item that is presently 
susceptible to impurity requires laundering. 


The mishna also teaches: Only an item fit for laundering must 
be laundered. The Gemara observes: This qualification serves to 
exclude a vessel from the requirement of laundering, as it is 
suitable for scraping" blood off of it. Laundering is necessary 
only for material or fabric into which blood is absorbed. 


§ The mishna teaches: With regard to the garment mentioned 
explicitly in the Torah, and the sackcloth, and the hide, all of 
these must be laundered. Apparently, that is to say that a hide, 
i.e., leather, is suitable for laundering. And the Gemara raises a 
contradiction between that assumption and a mishna that dis- 
cusses laundering on Shabbat (Shabbat 142b): If there were bird 
droppings [lishleshet]" on the cushion," one wipes it with a dry 
rag, but one may not rinse it with water because of the prohibi- 
tion against laundering. If it was on a cushion of leather, he 
applies water to it until the filthy substance dissolves. Evidently, 
cleaning leather with water is not considered laundering. 


Abaye said: This contradiction is not difficult. That mishna in 
tractate Shabbat is in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis, 
and this mishna is in accordance with the opinion of others. As 
it is taught in a baraita about the blood ofa sin offering: Ifblood 
sprays onto a garment or onto sackcloth, he launders it; but if 
it sprays onto a vessel or onto leather, he scrapes it off. Others 
say: If it sprays onto a garment, or onto sackcloth, or onto 
leather, he launders it; but if it sprays onto a vessel, he scrapes 
it off. According to this baraita, the Rabbis hold that laundering 
is not applicable to leather, and the opinioned attributed to: 
Others say, holds that it is applicable. 


The Gemara asks: In accordance with whose opinion is that 
which Rav Hiyya bar Ashi said: Many times I would stand 
before Rav on Shabbat and place water on his leather shoes,” 
which he did not consider laundering on Shabbat? In accor- 
dance with whose opinion is it? It is in accordance with the 
opinion of the Rabbis in this baraita. 


HALAKHA 


To exclude a vessel as it is suitable for scraping — ep wind 
TPR 131: If blood of a sin offering sprayed onto a wooden or 
metal vessel, it does not require laundering; rather, one simply 
scrapes it off, in accordance with the Gemara's interpretation of 
the mishna (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 
8:4 and Mahari Kurkus there). 


If there were bird droppings on the cushion — voy and 
now: If there is excrement or filth on a cushion or blanket 
on Shabbat, one may wipe it with a moist rag, but one may 
not wipe forcefully, so as not to squeeze out any moisture. If it 
is a leather cushion or blanket, water may be poured on it until 
the dirty material dissolves (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 22:18; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 302:9). 


LANGUAGE —— 
Bird droppings [lishleshet] - nvbwh:The source of this word 
is unclear. With regard to its definition, one authority claims 
that this refers to chicken droppings (Arukh), and another 
claims that this word may indicate any repulsive substance, 
such as spittle or excrement (Rashi). 


BACKGROUND 
Place water on his shoes - X123 mxp mb 1DW: Laun- 
dering clothes constitutes one of the thirty- nine primary 
categories of labor prohibited on Shabbat. This prohibition 
derives from the action of cleaning sheep wool used to make 
materials during the Tabernacle's construction. 
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HALAKHA 
The mishna with regard to soft leather — p333 pma: Soft 
leather on which the blood of a sin offering sprayed must 
be laundered; but hard leather is like wood, and the blood 
is simply scraped off of it. This ruling is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rava (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
Hakorbanot 8:2). 


Leprosy sprouts from within the garment itself — xp maa 
ans: The ritual impurity of leprosy applies only to a garment 
of wool or linen, or a leather garment, whether of hard or soft 
leather, in accordance with the opinion of Rava (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Tzara‘at 13:1). 
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§ Rava said: And is there anyone who says that leather is not 
suitable for laundering? But isn’t it written with regard to lep- 
rosy: “And the garment, or the warp, or the woof, or any article 
of leather that you shall wash” (Leviticus 13:58)? Rather, Rava 
said: The verse that speaks of leprosy and the mishna that speaks 
of the sin offering are ruling with regard to soft leather," which 
is considered subject to laundering. In the baraita, when the Rab- 
bis and the others disagree, it is with regard to an item that is 
made of hard leather; as the Rabbis hold that laundering does 
not apply to hard leather. 


The Gemara challenges Rava’s explanation: But didn’t Rav Hiyya 
bar Ashi say: Many times I would stand before Rav on Shabbat 
and place water on his leather shoes, which he did not consider 
laundering on Shabbat? Since shoes are normally made of soft 
leather, according to Rava’s explanation, this should have consti- 
tuted laundering on Shabbat. The Gemara resolves the difficulty: 
It was a case of hard leather shoes, and Rav acted in accordance 
with the opinion of the Rabbis, that laundering does not apply 
to hard leather. 


Rava then said: That which I said, that the verse about leprosy 
relates to soft leather, is not correct. Shall we stand and say 
of the verse that when leather articles are written, it is only 
of soft leather articles that the Torah writes? A verse cannot be 
constrained in such a manner. Are we not also dealing with 
articles of hard leather [aksilgiyya]: that come from overseas, 
and yet the Merciful One says in the verse that they require 
laundering? 


Rather, Rava said: Although the verse also relates to hard leather, 
this does not mean that all opinions must agree that laundering 
is always applicable to hard leather. The hard leather in the verse 
is an exception, because in the case of leprosy, since leprosy 
sprouts from within the garment itself,” it loosens it and ren- 
ders it soft so that its halakhic status is that of soft leather. Rava 
said: Nevertheless, if something poses a difficulty for me, accord- 
ing to my opinion that everyone agrees that the halakha with 
regard to laundering applies to soft leather, this is what poses 
a difficulty for me: 


LANGUAGE 


Hard leather [aksilgiyya] - NIDDK: There are various ver- 
sions of this word, and it appears that its source is the Greek 
åftóoyoç, axiologos, meaning important or noteworthy. If 
so, this word refers not to a specific type of leather product, 
but to notable products made of hardened leather, perhaps 
adorned with engravings or gilding. 

According to an alternative text, the Gemara here speaks 
not of aksilgiyya, but of aviomos, or avlosmos (Arukh), and 
according to the Renaissance Hebrew grammarian Rabbi 
Eliyahu Bahur, these are variants of the Greek éubdodtopa, 
embolisma, which means patches of fabric, particularly those 
used for clothing. 


Leprosy since it sprouts from within the garment itself — 
TINS NP ADIT P NA: By Torah law, if bright red or green 
marks appear on clothing, the clothing must be brought to a 
priest to determine whether or not the spots indicate leprosy 
of clothing (see Leviticus 13:47-59). The affected garment is 
then put aside for a week, after which it is reexamined by the 
priest. If the mark spread, the clothing is immediately declared 
ritually impure by the priest and burned. If the mark does 
not spread, the clothing is laundered and then put aside for 


BACKGROUND 


Engraved and gilded hard leather book binding, Persia, sixteenth century 


another week, after which the priest reexamines it. If the mark 
has disappeared, the garment is immersed in a ritual bath, after 
which it is considered ritually pure. Otherwise, the affected part, 
and sometimes the entire garment, must be burned. A leprous 
garment may not be used, and it renders people and items that 
touch it ritually impure in the same way a leprous person does. 
The halakhot of leprosy of clothing apply only to leather, wool, 
and linen garments that have not been dyed. 
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Cushions and blankets that are of soft leather, and for which the 
halakha with regard to laundering should be relevant, and yet we 
learned about them in the mishna (Shabbat 142b): If the filth was 
on a cushion of leather, he applies water to it until the filth dis- 
solves, which indicates that the halakha with regard to laundering 
is not applicable even to soft leather. Rather, Rava said: With regard 
to any laundering that does not include rubbing, it is not con- 
sidered laundering. Consequently, one may apply water to a soft 
leather cushion, but soft leather remains subject to laundering, so 
long as there is rubbing. 


And that statement that Rav Hiyya bar Ashi said: Many times I 
would stand before Rav on Shabbat and place water on his leather 
shoes, may be explained accordingly. With regard to placing water 
on leather, yes, that is permitted, but with regard to laundering, 
which includes rubbing, it is not permitted. This may be explained 
as follows: If Rav Hiyya bar Ashi spoke of soft leather shoes, then 
all agree that only placing water is permitted. And if Rav Hiyya bar 
Ashi spoke of hard leather shoes, the distinction between placing 
and rubbing accords with the opinion of the others, who hold 
that the requirement of laundering sprayed blood applies even to 
hard leather. 


The Gemara asks: If that is so, that placing water upon something 
is not considered laundering so long as one does not also rub the 
item, then with regard to anon-leather garment as well, one should 
be allowed to place water upon it on Shabbat. Why does the cited 
mishna state that one may wipe it only with a dry rag? The Gemara 
answers: With regard to a garment, its soaking is its laundering," 
and merely placing water on it is forbidden. 


The Gemara comments: Rava conforms to his standard line of 
reasoning; as Rava says: If one cast a cloth into water on Shabbat, 
he is liable for laundering on Shabbat, as it is made of fabric like any 
garment; and if one cast flax seeds into water," he too is liable. The 
Gemara analyzes this statement: Granted, if he casts a cloth into 
water, he performs laundering; but with regard to flaxseed, what 
is the reason that one may not cast it into water on Shabbat? 


And if you would say that it is prohibited because it sprouts in the 
water and constitutes the prohibited act of planting, if so, with 
regard to wheat and barley," it should also" be forbidden to place 
them into water. The Gemara explains: Casting the flax into the 
water is not prohibited because of planting but because these flax 
seeds have discharges when soaked. If so, with regard to hides, it 
should also" be prohibited to place them into water, because they 
too produce discharges in water. The Gemara answers: There, with 
regard to flaxseed, it is prohibited because it effects kneading, as 
the discharges cause the seeds to combine together, which is not 
true of hides. 


NOTES 


HALAKHA 


With regard to a garment its soaking is its launder- 
ing — ira wt iW Ta: If a garment is dirty, it is 
prohibited to apply water to it on Shabbat, as this is its 
laundering, in accordance with the statement of Rava. 
The Rema comments that if a garment has no dirt on 
it, itis permitted to apply a small amount of water to it, 
as soaking in water is considered laundering only when 
he intention is to clean the garment. But even in this 
case one may not place a large amount of water on it, 
est he violate the prohibition against squeezing; and 
here are those who prohibit putting water on it in any 
case (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 302:9). 


If one cast flax seeds into water — od Aw) pY: 
one places flaxseed, sesame seeds, or the like into 
water on Shabbat, he is liable for violating the pro- 
hibition against kneading, as the seeds intermingle 
and become attached to one another (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 8:16; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 340712). 


Wheat and barley — ww wm: If one soaks wheat, 
barley, or the like in water on Shabbat, he is liable for 
soaking even the smallest amount, as this is a subcat- 
egory of the prohibition against planting (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 8:2, and Maggid Mishne 
there; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 336:1). 


Wheat and barley also — 33 yb»: Ostensibly, it would 
appear from the Gemara that casting seeds into water, whether 
flax, wheat, or barley, does not constitute planting on Shab- 
bat; only by burying seeds in the ground does one violate this 
prohibition. Yet the Rambam writes that one who soaks wheat 
or barley in water on Shabbat is in violation of the prohibition 
against planting. Therefore, some later authorities explain that 
only soaking seeds in water for a prolonged period, which trig- 
gers sprouting, is a violation of the prohibition against planting 
on Shabbat, and merely casting them into water for a short 
time, as in the case here, does not constitute planting. This act 


is prohibited for flaxseed alone because it precipitates kneading 
(Magen Avraham). 

Some offer an alternative explanation of the Gemara. If the 
referenced prohibition was a function of planting on Shabbat, 
Rava would not have specified that this is the halakha in the 
case of flaxseed. Being that this halakha applies to other seeds, 
he could have easily used the examples of wheat and barley as 
well. Therefore, it is clear that the transgression is not planting 
at all, but kneading. This prohibition is relevant only for flaxseed 
because of the discharge it issues in the water (Hok Natan). 


Hides also — %23 nw: According to an alternative version of 
the text, the Gemara asks not about hides [shelahim], but about 
cress [shehalim], a plant whose seeds are often used for medici- 
nal purposes. It should be prohibited to place cress in water, 
since it also produces discharges (Tosafot). Some claim that the 
alternative version appears more correct, since it would seem 
strange for the Gemara to challenge a halakha with regard 
to seeds by citing the case of hides (Shita Mekubbetzet, citing 
Rabbeinu Peretz). 
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NOTES 


Rava went back and placed — x31 »pit W971: Rashi 
explains that Rava did not wait until his next lecture, 
but rather he immediately enlisted an interpreter to 
inform the public of his error. 


Statements that | said — svaxw O37: The com- 
mentaries discuss this incident at length, in an 
attempt to reconcile it with Rava’s statements men- 
tioned previously. According to one of the geonim, 
the text of Rava's ruling here is consistent with his 
statement: Placing water upon leather shoes may 
be done on Shabbat, but rubbing may not be done 
on Shabbat. In accordance with this, Rava made the 
statement cited above after the incident recorded 
here (She’iltot deRav Ahai Gaon 88). 
Other commentaries maintain that with this 
statement Rava retracts from his earlier statement, 
in which he has permitted laundering without rub- 
bing. Here, he declares that even laundering without 
rubbing is prohibited, at least by rabbinic law (see 
Beur Halakha on Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 302:9). 
Alternatively, some infer from Rava's pronounce- 
ment: The statements that | said, that his correction 
is more a clarification than a retraction. He abides by 
his initial statement, but he enlists the interpreter 
to make a clearer and more detailed statement so 
that no one should be excessively lenient (Keren Ora). 


The subsequent verse states: And the earthenware 
vessel — wy oa anid mbn: According to one inter- 
pretation, this derivation is based on the specific use 
of the conjunction “and” in the verse, which connects 
the halakha for the earthenware vessel to the previ- 
ous verse, which specifies: “In a sacred place” (Kesef 
Mishne). 

Rabbeinu Hillel, in his commentary on Torat Koha- 
nim, writes that since the first verse concludes with 
the words: “In a sacred place,’ and the successive 
words at the beginning of the next verse are: “And 
the earthenware vessel,” this juxtaposition is a suf- 
ficient basis for the derivation, even disregarding the 
conjunction. Some add that if the halakha about an 
earthenware vessel was being taught without any 
connection to the previous verse, the verse should 
have stated: And if it be cooked in an earthenware 
vessel, just as the verse describes a copper vessel 
immediately thereafter: “And if it be cooked in a cop- 
per vessel.” As the verse begins: “And the earthenware 
vessel,” the Torah connects this case to the “sacred 
place” mentioned immediately previously (Korban 
Aharon). 


HALAKHA 


Placing water upon shoes is permitted but laun- 
dering is prohibited - 1p% D133 TAWA JWI: One 
may place water on a shoe on Shabbat in order to 
clean it. It is prohibited to launder it by rubbing one 
side against the other, or even to rub it in another 
manner (Mishna Berura). This ruling is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rava, and the statement that, 
with regard to leather, laundering is defined by rub- 
bing. The Rambam does not mention rubbing. Some 
have suggested that a number of early commentaries, 
including the Rambam, maintain that placing water 
upon leather is permitted, and laundering, i.e., clean- 
ing even without rubbing, is prohibited (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 22:18; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 302:9 and Beur Halakha there). 
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The Gemara relates: Rava taught in public: It is permitted to 
launder a shoe on Shabbat. Rav Pappa said to Rava: But didn’t 
Rav Hiyya bar Ashi say: Many times I would stand before Rav 
on Shabbat and place water on his leather shoes? Evidently, 
placing water upon leather, yes, that is permitted, but launder- 
ing, which includes rubbing, is not permitted. Rava went back 
and placed" an interpreter before him so that he could tell the 
public that he had been wrong, and taught in public: The state- 
ments that I said" before you earlier are my error. Truly, the 
Sages said like this: Placing water upon shoes is permitted, but 
laundering them is prohibited." 


§ The mishna teaches: The laundering must be performed ina 
sacred place, and the breaking of an earthenware vessel must be 
performed in a sacred place, and the scouring and rinsing of a 
copper vessel must be performed in a sacred place. From where 
are these matters derived? As the Sages taught in a baraita: 
Concerning a garment on which blood was sprayed, the verse 
states: “You shall launder that on which it shall be sprinkled in 
asacred place” (Leviticus 6:20). From where is the halakha with 
regard to the breaking of an earthenware vessel in which a sin 
offering was cooked derived? The subsequent verse states: “And 
the earthenware vessel" in which it is cooked shall be broken” 
(Leviticus 6:21). From where is the halakha with regard to the 
scouring and rinsing of a copper vessel in which a sin offering 
was cooked derived? The verse states immediately thereafter: 
“And if it be cooked in a copper vessel, it shall be scoured, and 
rinsed in water.’ 


§ The mishna teaches: With regard to this matter, a stringency 
applies to a sin offering more than it applies to offerings of the 
most sacred order. The Gemara asks: And are there no more 
halakhot specific to a sin offering? But there is this halakha: 
That its blood enters the innermost sanctum to be sprinkled. 
The Gemara answers: The mishna is dealing with external sin 
offerings, and this halakha applies only to internal sin offerings. 


The Gemara challenges: But there is the stricture that if its 
blood enters into the Sanctuary it becomes disqualified. The 
Gemara explains: This mishna is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Akiva, who says: Every offering’s blood, not only that 
of a sin offering, that enters the Sanctuary to atone becomes 
disqualified; therefore, this is not a halakha specific to a sin 
offering. 


The Gemara challenges: But there is the halakha that external 
sin offerings atone for those who are liable to receive excision, 
karet,” through unintentional sins. The Gemara explains: The 
mishna includes an offering that does not have that halakha, as 
its principles also apply to a sin offering brought for hearing the 
voice,’ i.e., for falsely taking an oath that one is unable to testify 
in another’s case. This transgression is not punishable by karet. 


Karet — m3: Karet is a divine punishment for serious transgressions. 
The precise nature of this punishment is a matter of dispute among 
the commentaries. The various interpretations include premature 
or sudden death, barrenness and the death of the sinner’s children, 
and excision of the soul from the World-to-Come. Karet applies 
only to one who intentionally commits a transgression. If one 
transgresses a prohibition that is punishable by karet in the pres- 
ence of witnesses, he is subject either to the penalty of lashes or 
execution by an earthly court, depending upon the prohibition. 
One who inadvertently transgresses one of the prohibitions pun- 
ishable by karet must bring a sin offering as atonement. Thirty-six 


BACKGROUND 


Hearing the voice - Lipa nym: The halakhot of an oath of 
testimony are mentioned in the Torah (see Leviticus 5:1) and are 
explored in depth in tractate Shevuot. If a litigant claims that a 
witness has information supporting his case and requests that he 
testify on his behalf, and the potential witness refuses to testify 
and denies that he has this information, an oath may be imposed 
upon him. This is referred to in the verse as one who “heard the 
voice” If the oath of testimony is taken falsely, the potential wit- 
ness is required to bring a sin offering as atonement. This halakha 
is unusual in that the penalty is the same for both unwitting and 
intentional violations. 


transgressions punishable by karet are listed in tractate Karetot. 
All of these are violations of prohibitions, with two exceptions: 
Neglecting to sacrifice the Paschal offering and failure to ensure 


that one is circumcised. 
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The Gemara challenges: But there is the stricture that the blood ofa sin 
offering requires four placements on the altar, unlike other offerings 
of the most sacred order. The Gemara explains: This mishna is com- 
posed in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yishmael, who says 
that all blood of offerings requires four placements, one upon each of 
the four corners of the altar; accordingly, this is not a halakha limited 
to the sin offering. 


The Gemara asks: And even according to your reasoning, can it be said 
that there is only one halakha that applies to a sin offering but does not 
apply to other offerings? Isn’t there the requirement to place a sin offer- 
ing’s blood on the corner at the top of the altar? Isn’t there the require- 
ment that a priest place a sin offering’s blood on the altar with his finger? 
Isn’t there the requirement to place it on the edge of the altar? Therefore, 
it should not be assumed that this is the only halakha unique to a sin 
offering, but rather that the mishna simply cited one of two or three 
stringencies. 


MISHNA With regard to a garment upon which the blood 


of a sin offering was sprayed that went outside 
the curtains," i.e., the Temple courtyard, before being laundered, the 
garment reenters the courtyard and one launders it in a sacred place. 
If the garment became ritually impure outside the curtains, one tears 
the garment’ in order to render it ritually pure, enters the courtyard 
with it, and launders it in a sacred place. With regard to an earthen- 
ware vessel in which a sin offering was cooked that went outside the 
curtains," the vessel reenters the courtyard and one breaks it in a 
sacred place. If the vessel became ritually impure outside the curtains, 
one punctures the vessel to render it ritually pure, and one enters the 
courtyard with it and breaks it in a sacred place. 


With regard to a copper vessel in which a sin offering was cooked that 
went outside the curtains," the vessel reenters the courtyard, and one 
scours it and rinses it in a sacred place. If the vessel became ritually 
impure outside the curtains, one breaks the vessel by boring a large 
hole in it to render it ritually pure and enters the courtyard with it and 
scours and rinses it in a sacred place. 


G E M ARA The mishna teaches: If the garment became ritu- 


ally impure outside the curtains, one tears the 
garment in order to render it ritually pure, enters the courtyard with it, 
and launders it in a sacred place. Ravina objects to this: How can the 
mishna say that one tears it? The Merciful One states in the Torah that 
one must launder “a garment” (Leviticus 6:20), and once this article is 
torn, this is no longer a garment, but only a scrap of cloth. 


The Gemara answers: The mishna describes a scenario when he leaves 

untorn a fragment of the garment that is size enough for a small cloth." 

Is that so? Ifhe leaves such a portion intact, is he still permitted to bring 
the garment back into the courtyard? But doesn’t Rav Huna say: The 

Sages taught that an impure garment, most of which has been torn, loses 

its impurity only when one did not leave of it enough for a small cloth, 
but if he left enough of it untorn for a small cloth, it is considered a 

joining of the pieces, and the garment remains ritually impure. Accord- 
ingly, leaving a piece that size would not serve any purpose with regard 

to ritual impurity. 


HALAKHA 


NOTES 
Outside the curtains — pybpb yin: Even though 
the Temple courtyard was surrounded by a wall, 
not by curtains, the mishna uses language bor- 
rowed from the Tabernacle in the wilderness, 
where the courtyard was surrounded by curtains. 
In addition, curtains were used in the initial con- 
struction phases of the Second Temple, before 
the wall was built (see 107b). 


One tears the garment — typ: The halakha is 
the same if a garment becomes ritually impure 
in the Temple courtyard, as one may not keep an 
impure garment in the courtyard (Sefat Emet). 


Garment that went outside the curtains - yin Ky 732 
yb: Ifa garment upon which the blood of a sin offering was 
aed was taken outside the Temple courtyard, it is returned 
to the courtyard and laundered there. If it contracted ritual 


impurity outside the courtyard, it is torn in order to purify it, 


brought back into the courtyard, and laundered there (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma'aseh HaKorbanot 8:19). 


Earthenware vessel that went outside the curtains — bp 
Dyb? yin xyew Din: If an earthenware vessel in which a sin 
offering was cooked was taken outside the Temple courtyard, 
it is returned to the courtyard and broken there. If it contracted 


ritual impurity outside the courtyard, it is punctured in order 
to purify it, brought back into the courtyard, and broken there 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma'aseh HaKorbanot 8:21). 


Copper vessel that went outside the curtains - nwna bp 
Dy yin Kw: If a metal vessel in which a sin offering was 
cooked was taken outside the Temple courtyard, it is returned 
to the courtyard and scoured and rinsed there. If the vessel 
contracted ritual impurity outside the courtyard, it is broken 
in order to purify it, brought back into the courtyard, and 
scoured and rinsed there (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HaKorbanot 8:21). 


When he leaves untorn a fragment of the garment that is 
size enough for a small cloth - nyaya "Ia ma WHAT: If a 
garment upon which the blood of a sin offering was sprayed 
then contracted ritual impurity outside the Temple courtyard, it 
is torn in order to purify it. A fragment large enough for a small 
scarf must be left whole. Then, even though it is still ritually 
impure by rabbinic law, it is pure by Torah law, since the majority 
has been torn. Consequently, it may be brought back into the 
Temple in order to launder it there (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 8:19). 
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The Gemara answers that Rav Huna’s statement means that it is 
ritually impure by rabbinic law, since the Sages decreed the small 
cloth impure lest one fail to tear a garment enough to render it 
truly pure. By Torah law, this small cloth is torn enough to be ritu- 
ally pure, so that one may bring it back into the Temple courtyard 
to launder it. 


§ The mishna teaches: With regard to an earthenware vessel in 
which a sin offering was cooked that went outside the curtains 
and became ritually impure outside the curtains, one punctures 
the vessel to render it ritually pure, brings the vessel back into the 
courtyard, and breaks it there. The Gemara asks: Why is there a 
need to break the earthenware vessel after puncturing it? The 
Merciful One states: “The earthenware vessel...shall be broken” 
(Leviticus 6:21), and, once it is punctured, it is not a vessel. The 
Gemara explains: When it is punctured with a hole only the size 
ofa small root," the earthenware vessel is purified from the ritual 
impurity it contracted, but it remains a vessel for other purposes, 
such as holding fruit. 


The mishna teaches: With regard to a copper vessel in which a sin 
offering was cooked that went outside the curtains and became 
ritually impure outside the curtains, one breaks the vessel by 
boring a large hole in it to render it ritually pure, brings the vessel 
back into the courtyard, and scours and rinses it there. The Gemara 
asks: Why should the copper vessel be scoured and rinsed? After 
all, once the hole is bored, this is not a vessel anymore. The 
Gemara explains: When he hammers it" and refashions it into 
a vessel, he must scour and rinse it. 


§ Earlier (94b-95a), the Gemara discusses a garment upon which 
the blood of a sin offering has sprayed; if it has contracted ritual 
impurity outside of the Temple courtyard, it must be torn before 
itis brought back into the courtyard to be laundered. Reish Lakish 
says: If the robe of the High Priest upon which the blood of a sin 
offering has sprayed has contracted ritual impurity" outside of 
the Temple courtyard, one does not tear it; rather, he brings it in 
to the courtyard gradually, in portions less than the measure of a 
garment susceptible to impurity, which is three by three finger- 
breadths, and he launders it section by section as the robe crosses 
the threshold. The ritually impure robe must be brought into the 
courtyard in this manner because it is stated with regard to the 
High Priest’s robe: “It shall not be torn” (Exodus 28:32). 


HALAKHA 


When it is punctured with a hole the size of a small root - 
JOP wiwa apaw: With regard to an earthenware vessel in which 
a sin offering was cooked that went outside the curtains and 
became ritually impure there, one punctures the vessel with a 
hole the size of a small root in order to render it ritually pure. Then, 
he brings the vessel back into the courtyard and breaks it there. 
If one punctures it with a larger hole, he does not break it in the 
courtyard because it is no longer a vessel, and only vessels are 
broken in the courtyard (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HaKorbanot 8:21). 


When he hammers it - pxva p77: With regard to a copper 
vessel in which a sin offering was cooked that went outside the 
curtains and became ritually impure there, one bores a large 
hole in it in order to render it ritually pure before bringing it back 


into the courtyard. Then, he presses it until the hole is sealed 
so that it may be considered a vessel again, and he scours and 
rinses it in the courtyard (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HakKorbanot 8:21). 


If the robe has contracted ritual impurity — xabaw Dyn: Ifthe 
robe of the High Priest, upon which the blood of a sin offering 
has sprayed, has contracted ritual impurity outside of the Temple 
courtyard, one does not tear it; rather, he brings it into the court- 
yard gradually, in portions less than three by three fingerbreadths, 
and he launders it inside. After all the blood has been laundered 
in this piecemeal fashion, one takes it out of the courtyard and 
then immerses it in a ritual bath (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Ma'aseh HaKorbanot 8:20). 
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Rav Adda bar Ahava raises an objection based upon a mishna 
(Kelim 28:8): The particularly thick garments and the soft garments 
are not subject to the standard measure of three by three finger- 
breadths, with regard to determining their susceptibility to becom- 
ing ritually impure. Because of their particular qualities, such gar- 
ments are useful only when they are larger and are not considered 
significant items when they measure three by three. Since the High 
Priest’s robe is a thick garment, why must one bring it into the 
courtyard only in portions of less than three by three? 


The Gemara answers: With regard to the whole robe of the High 
Priest, which is a garment of particular significance, even the small 
portions of the robe are significant due to their source garment, 
and are susceptible to impurity in portions measuring three by three 
fingerbreadths. 


§ The Gemara asks a fundamental question with regard to the 
procedure for laundering a garment upon which the blood of a 
sin offering has sprayed: But isn’t it so that laundering requires 
seven abrasive substances? As Rav Nahman says that Rabba bar 
Avuh says: Blood of a sin offering that has sprayed on a garment, 
and shades of leprous marks" on garments, which are subject to 
laundering (see Leviticus 13:54), require the seven abrasive sub- 
stances" used as laundering agents; and these substances include 
urine (Nidda 61b). And it is taught in a baraita: But urine" is not 
brought into the Temple, because it is inappropriate for the Temple, 
although urine is theoretically suitable for use in the preparation 
of the incense spices. Accordingly, how is a garment laundered in 
the Temple? 


HALAKHA 


Shades of leprous marks — D932 nix va: When one launders 
garments afflicted with leprosy, one must apply to them the 
seven abrasive substances that are used to cleanse a menstrual 
stain (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Tzara‘at 12:5). 


Blood of a sin offering...requires the seven abrasive sub- 
stances — panD nyaw...nXwn ot: When one launders the 
blood of a sin offering that has sprayed onto a garment, one 
must launder it well with water and apply the seven abrasive 


Seven abrasive substances — pyano nyaw: According to a 
mishna (Nidda 61b), only the use of seven substances cleanses 
menstrual blood from a garment, such that after immersion in 
a ritual bath, the garment no longer conveys ritually impurity. 
The substances are: Tasteless saliva, which comes from one who 
has not eaten since waking; liquid from Cilician beans; urine; 
natron; lye; cimolian earth; and potash. 


NOTES 


substances that are used to cleanse a menstrual stain. Of the 
seven substances, urine is not used, since urine may not be 
brought into the Temple. The Rambam's ruling does not accord 
with the Gemara’s conclusion here. Therefore, it appears that 
the Rambam understands that Rav Nahman is not dictating an 
absolute principle; rather, he is prescribing the optimal method. 
Accordingly, the ensuing discussion in the Gemara applies only 
with regard to this optimal recommendation (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 8:10 and Radbaz there). 


Urine [mei raglayim] - oon %: Ostensibly, this term refers 
to actual urine, which was often used as a cleansing agent 
because of its acidity. Some maintain that this term refers to a 
plant known by the same name as is urine; simply because of 
its degrading name, the plant is not brought into the Temple 
(Shita Mekubbetzet on Karetot 6a). Others offer another sug- 
gestion: The term mei raglayim refers to water of the Ein Rogel 
spring (Kolbo). 
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HALAKHA 


If one applied them not according to their pre- 
scribed order - {7103 Kow (Yav: If a stain is found 
on a woman's garment, and itis undetermined whether 
he stain is menstrual blood or simply red coloring 
of some sort, the seven abrasive substances used as 
aundering agents are applied to test it. If the stain 
vanishes or fades, it is menstrual blood, and the woman 
is ritually impure. If it remains as is, then it is determined 
o be a dye, and she is ritually pure. These seven laun- 
dering agents must be applied in the order prescribed 
or them, and if they are applied in another order, it is as 
if the stain has not been tested (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Issurei Bia 9:36-37 and Ra’avad there). 


One must rub — papa) ‘Ww: When one applies the 
seven abrasive substances used as laundering agents 
to test a garment, he must rub the garment three times 
with each substance (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Issurei Bia 9:37). 


Whether a vessel in which one cooked — Sway y 
ja: With regard to a vessel in which a sin offering has 
been cooked, if it is an earthenware vessel it must be 
broken, and if it is a metal vessel it must be scoured and 
rinsed. The same halakha applies to a vessel into which 
a sin offering was poured while boiling, even without 
being actually cooked in the vessel (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 8:11). 


Whether the meat is from offerings of the most 
sacred order — DWP WP INK: Metal vessels used 
to cook all varieties of. sacrificial meat must be scoured 
and rinsed after the offerings are eaten. According 
to the Rambam this applies to earthenware vessels 
with regard to all offerings, with the exception of the 
earthenware vessels used for sin offerings, which must 
be broken. The Ra'avad disagrees and holds that earth- 
enware vessels used for all varieties of sacrificial meat 
must be broken (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma'aseh 
HaKorbanot 8:14). 


If one suspended the meat in the airspace of an 
earthenware oven - 137 VK inba: Even ifthe meat 
of a sin offering is roasted in such a way that it does 
not touch the earthenware oven itself, nevertheless, 
the oven must be broken. This is because the dilemma 
with regard to sacrificial meat roasted in this manner 
is left unresolved in the Gemara (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Ma'aseh HaKorbanot 8:14, and see Lehem Mishne 
there). 


NOTES 

Do not require scouring and rinsing — TPY payy px 
naww: Rabbi Shimon agrees that after the permitted 
time for eating offerings of lesser sanctity, at which 
point the portions of these offerings absorbed in ves- 
sels become categorically forbidden leftover conse- 
crated meat, these vessels must be purged in boiling 
water. Rabbi Shimon holds that the vessels are not 
subject to the unique requirement of scouring and 
rinsing, as the Gemara explains (96b). 


If one suspended the meat in the airspace of an 
earthenware oven - 137 WK inn: Normally, the 
juices of roasting meat drip onto the walls of an oven. 
Since the oven described here is heated by wood and 
ashes from within the oven, in this case, the juices 
are absorbed in the wood and do not touch the walls 
of the oven itself (Shita Mekubbetzet, citing Tosefot 
Rabbeinu Peretz). 
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“In which it is... 


The Gemara rejects a solution: And if you would say that the 
urine is absorbed together with the rest of the seven abrasive 
substances used as laundering agents, and one applies all of 
them at once to the garment, such that the urine is not discern- 
able separately, that is difficult: But didn’t we learn in a mishna 
that this method is invalid? The mishna states (Nidda 62a): If 
one applied them not according to their prescribed order," or 
if one applied all seven substances simultaneously, he has done 
nothing, and the laundering has not been effective. 


The Gemara rejects another solution: And if you would say that 
the urine is absorbed together with only one of the cleansing 
substances, that is difficult: But didn’t we learn in that mishna: 
One must rub" the garment three times with each and every 
one of those substances independently? The Gemara resolves: 
Rather, it must be explained that the urine is absorbed in taste- 
less saliva, which comes from one who has not eaten since wak- 
ing; as Reish Lakish says: Tasteless saliva must accompany 
each and every one of the substances applied to the garment. 


MI SHNA. Whether with regard to a copper vessel 


in which one cooked" the meat of an 
offering or whether with regard to one into which one poured 
the boiling meat of an offering, whether the meat is from offer- 
ings of the most sacred order" or whether it is from offerings 
of lesser sanctity, such vessels require scouring and rinsing. 
Rabbi Shimon says: Vessels in which offerings of lesser sanctity 
were cooked or poured do not require scouring and rinsing." 


G E M ARA Concerning the statement in the mishna 


that these halakhot also apply to a vessel 
into which a boiling cooked dish was poured, the Gemara notes 
that the Sages taught in a baraita: With regard to a sin offering, 
the verse states: “In which it is cooked” (Leviticus 6:21). I have 
derived only that this applies to a vessel in which one cooked 
the sin offering. From where do I derive that it applies also to 
a vessel into which one poured a boiling cooked dish? The 
verse states more fully: “But the earthenware vessel in which it 
is cooked shall be broken.” Since the verse employs the phrase: 
shall be broken,” that teaches that if the hot 
meat is in the vessel, whether cooked or poured into the vessel, 
these halakhot apply to it, and if it is an earthenware vessel it 
must be broken. 


§ Rami bar Hama raises a dilemma: If one suspended the meat 
ofa sin offering in the airspace of an earthenware oven" in order 
to roast it, what is the halakha? When the verse requires the 
breaking of the earthenware vessel, is it only with regard to both 
cooking and the resultant absorption of the offering’s flavor into 
the vessel that the Merciful One is particular? If so, an oven 
would not need to be broken simply because an offering has been 
roasted within its airspace. Or perhaps, is the Merciful One par- 
ticular even about cooking in the vessel without absorption of 
the flavor, and therefore, if meat is roasted while suspended in this 
oven, the vessel must still be broken? 


Rava said: Come and hear a proof, deduced from the mishna: 
Whether with regard to a copper vessel in which one cooked 
the meat of an offering or whether with regard to one into which 
one poured the boiling meat of an offering, the earthenware 
vessel must be broken. Therefore, the vessel must be broken 
even if the meat was not cooked in it but only absorbed in its 
walls, indicating that even if cooking and absorption do not occur 
together, just one of the two should suffice to require the breaking 
of the vessel. 
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The oven of the Temple - wpn bw sian: The oven in the Temple 
was fashioned of metal, as stated by Rav Nahman (Rambam Sefer 


Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 12:23). 


The Gemara rejects the proof: The halakha in a case of the 
absorption of flavor into an earthenware vessel without cooking 
the meat in that vessel, as in the case of pouring, was not raised 
as a dilemma to us. If the boiling offering has been poured into 
a vessel, the vessel certainly must be broken, since earthenware 
never fully emits all that it absorbed. When a scenario was raised 
as a dilemma to us, it was with regard to cooking meat in the 
vessel without absorption" of the flavor by that vessel, as in 
the case of roasting suspended meat. In such a case, what is the 


halakha? 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a proof, deduced from that 
which Rav Nahman says that Rabba bar Avuh says: The oven of 
the Temple" was fashioned of metal. And if it enters your mind 
that with regard to cooking in a vessel without absorption, the 
Merciful One is not particular and does not require the breaking 
of a vessel used in such a fashion, then the oven should be made 
of earthenware. The Gemara rejects this proof: Since there are 
the remainders of meal offerings, whose baking is performed in 
the oven, and there is both cooking and absorption into the 
oven, as the remains of the meal offerings would be baked directly 
on the walls of the oven, for this reason alone the oven would have 
to be broken if it were fashioned of earthenware. Consequently, 
we fashion it of metal. 


Q The Gemara relates: There was a certain oven that was smeared 
with animal fat all over its walls and floor. Rabba bar Ahilai pro- 
hibited eating bread baked in that oven forever, and he prohib- 
ited even eating the bread with salt alone, lest one come to eat it 
with kutah, a dish made from milk, water, salt, and bread crumbs. 
According to Rabba bar Ahilai, the oven will never fully eliminate 
the fat. 


The Gemara raises an objection to this from a baraita: With 
regard to baking bread, one may not knead the dough with 
milk," and if one nevertheless kneaded the dough with milk, 
all of the bread made from that dough is forbidden, because one 
might become accustomed to sin. As one habitually eats bread 
with meat, he might also eat this bread with meat and unwittingly 
transgress the prohibition against eating meat with milk. 


The baraita continues: Similarly, one may not smear [tashin]! the 
inside of an oven" with the fat of a sheep’s tail, because the fat 
of the tail has the halakha of meat. And if one nevertheless 
smeared the oven with the fat of the tail, all of the bread baked 
in it is forbidden, until one kindles the oven and burns off this 
fat. Evidently, the bread baked after the oven is kindled again is 
permitted, because the oven is considered cleansed of the meat 
fat. Therefore, the refutation of the opinion of Rava bar Ahilai, 
who says that the oven never fully eliminates the fat, is indeed a 
conclusive refutation. 


HALAKHA 

One may not smear the inside of an oven — TINT NY pw prs: 
One may not smear an oven with animal fat; and if one did 
smear it with fat, bread may not be baked in it, unless it is first 
kindled from the inside to the degree that the oven becomes 


“In which it is... 


One may not knead the dough with milk - mpya ny pw px 
pa: One may not knead bread dough with milk, lest one come 
to eat it with meat; and if one did knead it with milk, it is prohib- 
ited to eat the bread even by itself. It is permitted to bake only a 
small amount, i.e., the amount that can be eaten in one sitting. 
One may also bake such bread in an altered shape so that it is 
evident that it is not ordinary bread, such that a person will real- 
ize that it may not be eaten with meat (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 
Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 9:22; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 97:1). 


white hot. Even in the case of an earthenware tile oven, which 
is heated from underneath it for the purpose of baking cakes 
upon it, which was smeared with meat fat, such an oven does not 
become permitted for the purpose of bread baking by kindling it 
only from the outside (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot 
Assurot 9:22; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 97:2). 


NOTES 


Was raised as a dilemma to us with regard to cooking 

without absorption - wva xha bwa P xwa: Rashi 

explains the dilemma as follows: Why does the Torah 

require the earthenware vessel to be broken? Is it, as indi- 
cated by the inference from the verse made in the baraita: 
shall be broken,” because such a vessel 

never completely releases that which it has absorbed, 
and scouring and rinsing are insufficient to cleanse it? Or, 
is the requirement to break the earthenware vessel simply 

a Torah edict, according to which any earthenware vessel 

must be broken if the meat of a sin offering is cooked in it 
even if there was no absorption? 


LANGUAGE 

Smear [tashin] — pwy: This word apparently derives from 
the unique verb tosh, which, like the word toah, means 
to smear something with a partially liquefied substance. 
The purpose of smearing an oven with various substances 
is to prevent dough from adhering to the oven and to 
make it easier to remove the pastries from the oven once 
they are baked. Some commentaries indicate that this 
smearing may also be intended, in certain cases, to add a 
particular flavor to the dough. 
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HALAKHA 


The owners might be concerned for them - amby Dyn: 
Earthenware pots that are used for leaven during the year 
are cleaned and stored over the duration of Passover, so that 
hey may be used thereafter. This ruling is in accordance with 
he opinion of Shmuel, who disagrees with Rav (Pesahim 
30a). In any case, a leaven-infused earthenware vessel can- 
not be made permitted for Passover use through kindling, 
because even if one fills it with coals, there is concern that 
one will not heat it to the proper degree, out of concern that 
he vessel will break (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 451:1). 


This earthenware tile [kuvya] — xa1D °K: A kuvya is an 
earthenware vessel composed of tiles and clay; it is kindled 
rom underneath, and food is baked or fried in it. Even if one 
indles this vessel from the outside in order to prepare it for 
Passover, it is nevertheless prohibited for use on Passover, as 
he leaven absorbed within it cannot be cleansed from the 
vessel in this manner. But if it is filled with coals and kindled 
rom the inside, it becomes permitted for use on Passover, 
in accordance with the Gemara in Pesahim 30b (Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 97:2). 


NOTES 


Might be concerned for them as they are apt to break — 
nant samy pm: Rabbeinu Hananel and Rashi (on Pesahim 
30b) explain that the vessels are broken because of the con- 
cern that the owners will not kindle them from the inside at 
all, out of concern that the vessels will break. Some explain 
that the concern is that the owners will not heat it up suf- 
ficiently from the inside, and therefore even if the kindling is 
done, it is inadequate (see Rosh on Pesahim 30b). 


Perek XI 
Daf96 Amuda 


HALAKHA 

Kilns are not built in Jerusalem - nijiwaa pwiy px 
p>wrva: The Sages instituted various ordinances concern- 
ing Jerusalem beyond those ordinances that they instituted 
concerning the other cities in Eretz Yisrael. One of those 
ordinances is that kilns may not be built there in order to 
prevent excessive smoke in the city (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 7:14). 
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Ravina said to Rav Ashi: Since the statement of Rava bar Ahilai 

was conclusively refuted, why does Rav say that pots that were 

used for leavened bread must be broken before Passover? Pre- 
sumably, the leavened bread could be burned out of them through 

kindling instead. Rav Ashi said to him: Rav construes that ruling 

of the baraita, according to which the fat can be burned out of 
the oven, as referring to an oven fashioned of metal, which cleanses 

the fat when kindled. In the case of earthenware vessels, additional 

kindling is insufficient, because the flavor absorbed within it cannot 
be cleansed by fire. 


Or if you wish, say instead that the baraita is also referring to an 
earthenware oven, and there is another distinction. This oven is 
kindled from the inside, and a fire kindled inside the oven suffices 
to cleanse absorbed flavor. But that pot is kindled from the outside 
while it rests on the stove, and the heat absorbed in that manner 
is insufficient to cleanse absorbed flavor. 


The Gemara suggests: And let us also perform the kindling of 
the pot from the inside, in order to cleanse that which has been 
absorbed. The Gemara answers: This solution is not feasible; the 
owners of such pots might be concerned for them," as they are 
apt to break" if the heat becomes too great. Consequently, the 
owners will not apply sufficient heat to ensure that the absorbed 
flavor will be completely cleansed. The Gemara concludes: There- 
fore, with regard to this earthenware tile [kuvya],"' which is used 
on the fire as a baking pan and its kindling is from the outside, it 
becomes prohibited for subsequent use by the flavors absorbed 
within, which cannot be cleansed. 


LANGUAGE 


Tile [kuvya] — x»a13: There are a number of different versions of which is used for baking bread. Rashi explains that the vessel is 


this word, including kukhya, buvya, and bukhya, and the word's 
origin is unclear. Rabbeinu Hananel maintains that this vessel 


a hollow earthenware tile; the dough is fixed inside of it and is 
baked by an external fire. 


is a specialized frying pan whose heat source is beneath it and 
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The Gemara challenges: But according to the opinion that earthen- 
ware vessels can be cleansed of their absorbed substances by the 
process of kindling, with regard to pots used in the Temple," why 
does the Merciful One state in the Torah that they should be 
broken? Let us simply return them to the kilns" in which pots are 
made to be sure that the pots will be cleansed by the extreme heat 
ofthe kilns. Rabbi Zeira said: The pots cannot be returned to kilns 
because, as taught in a baraita (see Bava Kamma 82b), kilns are 
not built in Jerusalem" because of the great quantity of smoke 
they produce. 


But with regard to pots used in the Temple -W niv Kb 
wa: According to Rashi, the Gemara asks this question under 
the premise that Rami bar Hama’s dilemma has been resolved, 
and earthenware vessels must be broken only because of the 
flavor absorbed within them (see Hok Natan and Hiddushei 
Rabbi Akiva Eiger). Accordingly, the Gemara asks: Perhaps the 
breaking of earthenware vessels was necessary only in the 
Sanctuary in the wilderness, where, because they had no per- 
manent dwelling place, they could not build kilns. Is it also 
necessary in the Temple? 

The Rambam writes that Rami bar Hama’s dilemma was 
not resolved; and according to this explanation, the Gemara 
asks about the pots in the Temple as a continuation of Rami 
bar Hama's question, as follows: It would seem that the Torah’s 
directive applies not only to absorbed flavor, but also to vessels 
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NOTES 


in which sacred meat has merely been cooked, because if 
this were not so, why should pots used in the Temple not be 
cleansed by returning them to the kilns? The Gemara then 
explains that there are other reasons the pots were not returned 
to the kilns, and therefore there is no proof that the breaking 
of earthenware vessels is a Torah edict, even in the absence 
of absorbed flavors (Zevah Toda; see Tosafot and Sefat Emet). 


Let us simply return them to the kilns - miwasd WIV: 
Earlier, the Gemara mentions that one may not cleanse his 
earthenware vessels by kindling them from the inside, because 
the vessels are apt to break from the intense heat. Consequently, 
the owner might not apply sufficient heat to effect the cleans- 
ing. That concern does not apply in the case of kilns, for two 
reasons. Practically speaking, since the entire vessel is heated 


evenly within the kiln, there is no concern that it will develop 
cracks. In addition, by placing the vessel in the kiln, one actively 
demonstrates that he is not concerned that it will be ruined. 
One commentary notes that, in fact, that this causes the oppo- 
site effect: As a rule, vessels are strengthened, not broken, in a 
kiln (Roke‘ah). 

Some early commentaries add that the aforementioned 
concern, that the owner will fail to heat an earthenware vessel 
sufficiently out of concern that it will break, is relevant only 
to privately owned vessels. This is particularly so with regard 
to poor people, who most frequently tend to use earthen- 
ware vessels. With regard to the property of the Temple, which 
commands an abundance of resources and funds, there is no 
concern about possible breakage of vessels (see commentary 
of Rabbeinu David to Pesahim 30b and Meiri there). 
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The Gemara presents an objection to Rabbi Zeira’s answer. Abaye 
said: But if, as the baraita teaches, there are no kilns in Jerusalem, 
are scrap heaps of earthenware assembled in the Temple court- 
yard? The same baraita also teaches that there are no scrap heaps 
in Jerusalem. What, then, is done with the shards of earthenware 
vessels that must be broken in the courtyard? The Gemara dismisses 
the question: Abaye raised that objection only because that which 
Shemaya taught in Kalnevo’ escaped him; Shemaya taught there: 
In the Temple, shards of earthenware vessels were miraculously 
absorbed in their place. 


The Gemara returns to the topic of kindling earthenware vessels 
and asks: But if kindling from within cleanses everything absorbed 
in an earthenware oven, what is the reason for that which Rav 
Nahman says that Rabba bar Avuh says: The oven in the Temple 
was fashioned of metal? Let us fashion it of earthenware, as an 
oven’s kindling is from the inside, and, accordingly, it would be 
possible to cleanse it? 


The Gemara answers: The reason the oven must be fashioned of 
metal is because there are the two loaves, i.e., the public offering 
on Shavuot of two loaves from the new wheat, and the shewbread, 
i.e., the bread baked each week in a special form and displayed 
for the duration of one whole week on the table in the Sanctuary, 
whose baking is done in the oven, and also whose sanctification 
occurs in the oven. Because these offerings are not kneaded in a 
service vessel, they are sanctified only by being placed in the oven, 
and therefore the oven is a service vessel; and we do not make a 
service vessel of earthenware." 


And even Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, says only that a 
service vessel may be fashioned of wood, which is a somewhat 
significant material, but with regard to a service vessel fashioned of 
earthenware, he holds that this is not valid. 


Q The Gemara relates an incident related to the halakha of scouring 
and rinsing. Rav Yitzhak bar Yehuda was initially accustomed 
to study Torah before Rami bar Hama.” After some time, he left 
him and went to study before Rav Sheshet.” One day Rami bar 
Hama met him and said to him colloquially: Did you assume, as 
many do, that when the chief of taxes [alkafta]' grasped me by 
the hand, the fragrance of his hand came to my hand? Do you 
think that because you went away from me in order to study 
before Rav Sheshet, have you become like Rav Sheshet merely 
by association? 


PERSONALITIES 


Rami bar Hama - xian 3227: Rami, a contraction of the name Rav 
Ami, bar Hama was an important fourth-generation Babylonian 
amora. 

Even in his youth he was a preeminent disciple of Rav Hisda, 
and he also studied under Rav Nahman and Rav Sheshet and 
deliberated with them in matters of halakha. He had an especially 
close relationship with his younger study partner, Rava. After Rami 
bar Hama's death, Rava married his widow, who was the daughter 
of Rav Hisda. 

Rami bar Hama was known for his sharp intellect and cleverness. 
He was criticized for overlooking certain details in discussing dilem- 
mas raised in the study hall due to his quick mind. The daughter 
of Rami bar Hama's wife was the mother of the amora Ameimar. 


Rav Sheshet — nww 37: A prominent third-generation Babylo- 
nian amora, Rav Sheshet was a preeminent disciple of Rav Huna, 
although he also studied under other Sages of his generation. In 


his time, Rav Sheshet was famous for his unsurpassed expertise 
in baraitot. Due to his comprehensive familiarity with even the 
most obscure areas of Oral Law, he was nicknamed Sinai. Many 
of the Sages of the generation came to study with him, primarily 
because it was assumed that his statements were always based 
on early sources. 

In his later years, Rav Sheshet became blind, but he remained 

nowledgeable about all aspects of life and was a frequent visitor 
o the house of the Exilarch. He was characteristically extremely 
orceful and hard as steel, and he did not defer even to the great- 
est Sages of his generation. Apparently, Rav Sheshet supported 
himself as a garment merchant and lived comfortably from his 
earnings. 
In most of Rav Sheshet's disputes with his colleagues, especially 
Rav Nahman, related to ritual law, the halakha has been decided 
in accordance with his opinion. Rav Sheshet had no sons, but he 
had one daughter and several grandchildren. 


BACKGROUND 
Kalnevo — iaip: This is the name of a city, which 
appears to have been near Mehoza. Some maintain 
that this city’s name was originally Karnevo, or Kiryat 
Nevo, the City of Nevo, named for Nevo, one of the 
primary deities in traditional Babylonian worship. 


HALAKHA 

Service vessel of earthenware — DIN? Nw ba: The 
sacred vessels in the Temple are fashioned exclusively 
of metal. If they have been fashion of wood, bone, 
stone, or glass, and all the more so, if they have been 
fashioned of earthenware, they are unfit for service 
in the Temple (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit 
HaBehira 118). 


LANGUAGE 
Chief of taxes [alkafta] - xvapdn: This term is 
derived from the title of a high Sasanian official 
known as the hargbed, the head of taxes. There is 
also a similar word in Greek, the word apyanétng, 
argapetés, meaning commander of a fort. 
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HALAKHA 
If one cooked a sin offering in only part of a 
vessel — bp nypa byna: Even if one cooked sacri- 
ficial meat in only part of a vessel, the entire vessel 
must be scoured and rinsed (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 8:13). 
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Rav Yitzhak bar Yehuda said to him: It is not due to that reason 
that I went to study before Rav Sheshet, but for another reason. 
As for you, Master, when I ask with regard to any matter, Master 
resolves the question for me through reasoning. Consequently, 
when I find a mishna that opposes that reasoning, it refutes 
Master’s proposed resolution. As for Rav Sheshet, when I ask of 
him a question concerning any matter, he resolves the question 
for me by citing a mishna. Consequently, when I also find a 
mishna, and that mishna refutes the proposed resolution, it is 
a dispute between one mishna and another mishna, which does 
not necessarily refute the mishna that he cited. 


Rami bar Hama said to him: Ask me about a matter, which I will 
resolve for you in accordance with a mishna. Rav Yitzhak bar 
Yehuda asked him: If one cooked a sin offering in only part of a 
vessel," does the entire vessel require scouring and rinsing, or 
does it not require scouring and rinsing? Rami bar Hama said to 
him: The entire vessel does not require scouring and rinsing, just 
as it is taught concerning sprinkling the blood ofa sin offering upon 
a garment. In the latter case, the mishna teaches (93b) that one must 
launder only the part of the garment on which the blood sprayed. 


Rav Yitzhak bar Yehuda replied: But the tanna does not teach this 

explicitly. Rami bar Hama said to him: Nevertheless, it stands to 

reason that the scouring and rinsing of a vessel in which sacred meat 

was cooked should be like the laundering of a garment, as follows: 
Just as a garment requires laundering only in the place where the 

blood was sprayed, so too, it must be that a vessel requires scour- 
ing and rinsing only in the place where the meat underwent the 

process of cooking. 


Rav Yitzhak bar Yehuda said to him: Are the situations compara- 
ble? Blood does not spread and penetrate all parts of the garment, 
but in the case of cooking, the flavor of the meat spreads through- 
out the entire vessel. Additionally, your reasoning opposes that 
which is taught in a baraita (Tosefta 10:15): A certain stringency 
applies to sprinkling more than it applies to scouring and rinsing; 
and a certain stringency applies to scouring and rinsing more 
than it applies to sprinkling. 


The baraita continues: The stringency that applies to sprinkling is 
that the halakha of the sprinkling of blood on a garment applies to 
external sin offerings, brought on the altar in the Temple courtyard, 
and to internal sin offerings, whose blood is sprinkled on the altar 
in the Sanctuary; and the halakha of blood sprayed onto a garment 
applies if it sprays before the required sprinkling of the offering’s 
blood on the altar; which is not so in the case of scouring and 
rinsing. Scouring and rinsing are required only for external sin 
offerings, whose meat is eaten and therefore cooked; and it applies 
only after the sprinkling of blood on the altar, after which the meat 
may be eaten. 


The baraita continues: The stringency that applies to scouring and 
rinsing is that the scouring and rinsing of vessels is practiced both 
for offerings of the most sacred order and for offerings of lesser 
sanctity; and even if one cooked in only part of the vessel, the 
entire vessel requires scouring and rinsing, which is not so in the 
case of errantly sprinkling blood onto a garment, for which one 
must launder only the place on which the blood sprayed. 


Rami bar Hama said to him: If this baraita is taught, it is taught, 
and I cannot take issue with it. The Gemara then clarifies: And what 
is the reason that an entire vessel requires scouring and rinsing 
even if one cooked the meat ofan offering in only part of the vessel? 
‘The reason is that the verse states: “And ifit be cooked ina copper 
vessel, it shall be scoured and rinsed in water” (Leviticus 6:21). 
From the phrase “in a copper vessel” it is derived that even if the 
meat is cooked in only part of a vessel, the entire vessel must be 
scoured and rinsed. 
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§ The mishna teaches: Whether the meat is from offerings of the 
most sacred order or whether it is from offerings of lesser sanctity, 
the vessels in which it is cooked must be scoured and rinsed. The 
Gemara cites a related baraita: The Sages taught: The Torah intro- 
duces the mitzva of scouring and rinsing with the qualifying state- 
ment: “This is the law of the sin offering” (Leviticus 6:18). From 
this verse I have derived only that the halakha with regard to scour- 
ing and rinsing applies to vessels in which a sin offering was cooked. 
From where do I derive that this halakha applies to vessels used for 
all sacrificial meat? The verse states: “Every male among the priests 
may eat of it; it is most sacred” (Leviticus 6:22), to teach that this 
halakha applies to vessels used for all of the sacrificial meat that the 
priests eat. 


The baraita continues: One might have thought that I should 

include vessels used for cooking teruma, the portion of the produce 

designated for the priest, as well, as it is also sacred and may be eaten 

only by a priest (see Leviticus 22:14). To counter this, the verse 

states: “Every male among the priests may eat of it; it is most sacred” 
(Leviticus 6:22). The emphatic qualifier “of it” excludes teruma; 

this is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda. Rabbi Shimon says: Offer- 
ings of the most sacred order require scouring and rinsing, but 

offerings of lesser sanctity do not require scouring and rinsing, 
as it is written: “Most sacred.” Accordingly, with regard to offer- 
ings of the most sacred order, yes, scouring and rinsing is required; 

but for offerings of lesser sanctity, no, it is not required. 


The Gemara asks: The baraita explains Rabbi Shimon’s reasoning; 
what is the reasoning of Rabbi Yehuda? The Gemara answers: 
Since the qualifying term “of it” was necessary to exclude teruma, 
by inference, it must be that vessels used for offerings of lesser 
sanctity require scouring and rinsing. If even offerings of lesser 
sanctity are excluded from the halakha of scouring and rinsing, it 
would be self-evident that the vessel used for teruma is exempt from 
scouring and rinsing. Accordingly, the direct exclusion of teruma 
indicates that the vessels used for offerings of lesser sanctity are not 
excluded. And Rabbi Shimon could have said to you: The term “of 
it” teaches a different halakha and excludes a disqualified sin offer- 
ing from the halakha of scouring and rinsing, as we say earlier in 
this chapter (93a). 


The Gemara asks: And is it correct that with regard to a copper 
vessel used to cook teruma, it does not require rinsing and 
scouring?" But isn’t it taught in a baraita (Tosefta, Terumot 8:16): 
With regard to a pot in which one cooked meat," one may not 
cook milk in it; and if one cooked milk in it, the meat absorbed in 
the pot renders the milk forbidden if it imparts flavor” to it. Simi- 
larly, if one cooked teruma in a pot, one may not cook non-sacred 
food in it;4 and if one cooked non-sacred food in it, the absorbed 
teruma renders the mixture sacred if it imparts flavor to it. Therefore, 
a pot requires purging with boiling liquid in order to expel the 
flavor of teruma from it. 


Three amora’im address the apparent inconsistency that while the 
Torah excludes vessels used for teruma from the halakha of scouring 
and rinsing, the baraita teaches that these vessels must be purged. 
Abaye said: When the verse excludes teruma from the halakha of 
scouring and rinsing, this is necessary only for that which the 
Master said: If one cooked in only part of the vessel, the entire 
vessel requires scouring and rinsing. By contrast, in this case, if 
teruma was cooked in only part ofa vessel, one must perform scour- 
ing and rinsing only in the place of the cooking," and not in the 
whole vessel. 


BACKGROUND 


NOTES 


And teruma, it does not require rinsing and scouring - 
apm Ayo wya xb manm: Evidently, the Gemara’s 

discussion here is predicated upon the presumption 

that one must purge all the tastes absorbed in a vessel 

in which teruma was cooked. Accordingly, some chal- 
lenge the ruling of the Rambam that rinsing is sufficient 
for a vessel in which teruma was cooked. 


HALAKHA 


With regard to a pot in which one cooked meat — 
wa ma bya ATP: With regard to a pot in which one 
cooked meat, one may not cook milk in it. If one did 
cook milk in the pot within twenty four hours of hav- 
ing cooked meat, the absorbed meat flavor renders 
the milk forbidden (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Ma‘akhalot Assurot 9:11; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 93:1). 


If one cooked teruma in a pot one may not cook 
non-sacred food in it - pan maby x mann: If one 
cooked teruma in a pot, he may not ‘cook non-sacred 
food in it. If he did cook non-sacred food in it, the mix- 
ture becomes forbidden for non-priests if the teruma 
imparts flavor to the non-sacred food. The Rambam 
rules that if one rinsed the pot, it is permitted to cook 
in it. The Ra‘avad objects that according to the Gemara 
here, the pot first requires purging in boiling water, and 
only thereafter is it to be rinsed (Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, 
Hilkhot Terumot 15:19). 


If teruma was cooked one must perform scouring 
and rinsing only in the place of the cooking - mann 
Sina oipo xx yy x: In accordance with the opin- 
ion of Abaye, the Rambam rules that if one cooked 
teruma in only part of a vessel, he does not need to 
rinse the entire vessel, but only the place in which the 
cooking actually occurred. The Ra’avad objects and 
asserts that in addition to rinsing, purging in boiling 
water is also required. 

The more stringent opinion of the Rashba is adopted 
in the Shulhan Arukh: Any vessel that has absorbed 
prohibited substances must be purged with boiling 
water in its entirety. The Rema comments, citing the Tur, 
that if one knows that only part of the vessel was used, 
only that part need be purged, due to the principle: As 
it absorbs it, so it emits it. The Shakh comments that 
the Rema concedes that the entire vessel should be 
purged with boiling water, ab initio. The Rashba also 
concedes that if the vessel absorbed a substance that is 
not presently forbidden but could cause a prohibition in 
the future, such as milk or meat, it is sufficient to purge 
only the part of the vessel that directly absorbed the 
substance (Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Terumot 15:19; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 121:6). 


Imparts flavor — 


ayy nid: Usually, when forbidden food is 
mixed with permitted food, and the flavor of the forbidden food 
can no longer be detected, the mixture is permitted. A mixture 
of this kind may be fed to a gentile cook to determine whether 


or not the flavor of the problematic ingredients is noticeable. 
The Gemara here does not discuss a mixture of forbidden food 
with permitted food, but a case in which non-sacred food was 
cooked in a pot previously used to prepare teruma. One may 
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not cook in this manner, but if one does so, and the non-sacred 
food absorbs the taste of the teruma, the food may be eaten 
only by a priest. 
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HALAKHA 


But not in wine...but not in diluted wine - ...)%a x) 
ama xh: Scouring and rinsing sacred pa is per- 
formed with water and not with wine, diluted wine, 
or other liquids (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma'aseh 
HaKorbanot 8:12). 


Even in wine and even in diluted wine - a oy 
ama yor: If one cooked teruma in a pot and then 
rinsed it, whether with water or wine, it is permitted to 
cook non-sacred food in it. The Ra'avad holds that the 
pot must be purged. With regard to other forbidden 
substances, the Rema comments that purging is not 
performed with any liquid other than water, ab initio, 
but after the fact such purging is effective (Rambam 
Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Terumot 15:19; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 452:5, in the comment of Rema). 


Additional rinsing - xy nxvw: The Rambam writes 
that after one purges vessels for Passover use, the vessels 
must be rinsed in cold water, and this is in accordance 
with the Gemara here (Maggid Mishne). This practice is 
also cited in the Shulhan Arukh as a custom. Accordingly, 
after the fact, the purging is considered effective even 
if the vessel is not rinsed immediately thereafter (Ram- 
bam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Hametz UMatza 5:23; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 452:7, and Mishna Berura there). 


Before the end of the period during which partaking 
is permitted - TY par ty: All vessels used for cooking 
sacrificial meat in hot water must be scoured and rinsed 
immediately after the meal, and one may not leave them 
until the next mealtime. It is permitted to cook with the 
vessels, and then to recook in them, as long as one scours 
and rinses them immediately upon the conclusion of 
the meal. Others hold that the mishna indicates that it 
is permitted to cook in the vessels repeatedly, up until 
the time at which the food become forbidden as leftover 
meat. At that point, the vessel must be scoured and 
rinsed (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 
8:12, 14, and see Ra’avad and Lehem Mishne there). 


Scouring is like the scouring of a cup and rinsing is 
like the rinsing of a cup — 7d*Hws DID NPN Apa 
Dida ND~wW: Scouring is performed with hot water, 
and rinsing is performed with cold water. The scouring 
and rinsing of a cooking vessel are like the scouring and 
rinsing of a cup (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HakKorbanot 8:12). 


TAKTI NON ory xb ax KIT 
-omy 13 xb - “og” 2910 
bow, pa tay -KIANI hr 

apa 


xbox xo Kb ana syy sa 21 
spiva new apa m wat) 
pana tar - x7 


TDN APNG AKTNI KI 
ap WN ad ee yiva 
Ka ND BE TY pang 

KPY MOBY 1922 


Swra swine pint oa7 7209 
Maghain -bng nonm 
TDN pt W DRIN DAM 
DPBS — APD NEW ADMD 
DIST NDW - ADDY DiD 

pixa -appv Apa 


NOTES 


Rava said: When the verse excludes teruma from the halakha of scour- 
ing and rinsing, that is necessary only for that which the Master said: 
The verse specifies: “It shall be scoured and rinsed in water” (Leviticus 

6:21), but the vessel is not to be scoured and rinsed in wine. It must be 

scoured and rinsed “in water,” but not in diluted wine." By contrast, 
in this case, i.e., the vessel in which teruma was cooked, it may be 

scoured and rinsed even in wine, and even in diluted wine." 


Rabba bar Ulla said: When the verse excludes teruma from the halakha 
of scouring and rinsing, this is necessary only for that which the 
Master said: One must perform scouring and rinsing with cold water, 
in addition to purging a vessel of its absorbed flavors with boiling water. 
By contrast, in this case, i.e., with regard to the vessel in which teruma 
was cooked, one may cleanse the vessel even by performing only the 
purging with boiling water, which removes the residue of the forbidden 
food, and omitting the cold water processes entirely. 


The Gemara asks: This works out well according to the one who 
says that scouring and rinsing are performed with cold water; but 
according to the one who says that scouring is done by purging with 
hot water, and rinsing is a different procedure performed with cold 
water, what can be said? According to this opinion, the verse is also 
referring to purging; and if the verse excludes vessels used for teruma, 
how does the baraita teach that such vessels must be purged? The 
Gemara answers: According to the opinion that differentiates scouring, 
which is done with boiling water, from rinsing, which is done with 
cold water, the Torah excludes vessels used for teruma only from the 
additional rinsing"’ that the Torah requires after the scouring. 


MI S H N A! Rabbi Tarfon says: If one cooked a sin offering 


in a copper vessel from the beginning of the 
pilgrimage Festival,” one may cook in it for the entire pilgrimage 
Festival; he need not scour and rinse the vessel after every use. And 
the Rabbis say: One may not continue using it in this manner; 
rather, one must perform scouring and rinsing before the end of 
the period during which partaking" of the particular cooked offering 
is permitted." Scouring is like the scouring of the inside of a cup," 
the cleaning done when wine sticks to the cup, and rinsing is like 
the rinsing of the outside of a cup." Scouring and rinsing are both 
performed with cold water. 


Additional rinsing — “Ayn MDBW: Some understand the 
expression: The additional rinsing, in its plainest sense: With 
regard to vessels used for cooking teruma, as in the case of 
orbidden foods, these must be rinsed in cold water after they 
undergo purging in boiling water. In the case of absorptions 
rom sin offerings, the vessels must be rinsed an additional time. 
This passage is cited in support of an ancient custom, from the 
imes of the geonim, according to which every vessel must be 
rinsed in cold water after undergoing purging. In this regard, 
some explain, citing Rashi, that this rinsing serves to prevent 
he vessel from reabsorbing the forbidden substances that have 
just been purged from it (Ra’avya). 

By contrast, according to the commentary of Rashi here, 
and in accordance with the majority of the early commentar- 
ies, when the Gemara speaks of an additional rinsing, this is a 
reference to a unique rinsing required for vessels used for sin 
offerings. This rinsing is in addition to that which is required of 
vessels used for other forbidden foods, which is purging alone. 


If one cooked in a copper vessel from the beginning of the 
Festival - ban nena ja bga: As explained in the Gemara, 
Rabbi Tarfon holds that since one cooks frequently during a 
Festival, the flavor of the sacrificial meat within the vessels is 
expunged when the vessel is next used for cooking, before 
it becomes forbidden as the taste of leftover meat. Therefore, 
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scouring and rinsing is required only after the Festival, when 
the vessel is not being used for frequent cooking. In the com- 
mentary to Torat Kohanim attributed to Ra'avad, it is stated that 
this principle applies to any time of the year when frequent 
cooking occurs, but that in practice, this most often occurs 
during a pilgrimage Festival. 

The Rambam offers a different explanation in his Commen- 
tary to the Mishna. He maintains that the Rabbis hold that 
one must scour and rinse a vessel after every time he eats, but 
according to Rabbi Tarfon, one may wait until the end of each 
day, because he is occupied with the celebration of the Festival. 


One must perform scouring and rinsing before the end of 
the period of partaking - naww AP TPN pat 1Y: Some 
explain that the Rabbis hold that one must scour and rinse 
the vessel immediately after the period for partaking of the 
offering (Tosafot on 97a). According to one interpretation, the 
Rabbis’ rationale is that the food from the later cooking may 
not reach every spot within the vessel that has absorbed food 
from the earlier cooking. If so, some of the flavor of the earlier 
cooking will remain in the vessel until it becomes forbidden 
as the taste of leftover meat. Alternatively, there is a concern 
that people may learn to neglect the halakha of scouring and 
rinsing (commentary to Torat Kohanim attributed to Ra’avad). 
An additional explanation is cited in Tosafot: One need not 


scour and rinse the vessel immediately, but he must do so 
before the period of partaking ends so that nothing remains 
in the vessel such that it becomes forbidden as it is leftover. 
Others explain the Rabbis’ opinion as follows: One must 
perform scouring and rinsing during the period in which the 
people actually partake of the meat, on that very day when 
the partakers finish eating (Rambam) or immediately there- 
er (Rabbi Ovadya Bartenura). This is regardless of the time 
frame in which one is technically permitted to partake of the 
offering. 


o% 


Scouring is like the scouring of a cup — DiDT NPWS TPN: 

According to Rashi, the mishna means to explain the differ- 
ence between scouring and rinsing. Scouring is performed 
within the vessel, and rinsing is performed on the outside. This 
combination of actions corresponds to that which is stated with 
regard to a cup of blessing: Rinsing is from the inside of the cup, 
and washing is from the outside of the cup (Berakhot 51a). In the 
Rambam’s opinion, the mishna assumes that it is understood 
that the difference between them is that scouring is a thorough 
cleansing and rinsing is simply pouring water over the vessel. 
Therefore, the mishna states: Scouring is like the scouring of 
a cup, which is to say that the thorough cleaning need not 
ensure that the vessel is left spotless and like new; rather, one 
must simply cleanse the vessel as well as one does for a cup. 
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With regard to the spit and the metal grill [askela],"' one purges? 
them in hot water. 


G E M A RA The mishna teaches that Rabbi Tarfon says: 


If one cooked a sin offering in a vessel from 
the beginning of the Festival, one may cook in it for the entire Fes- 
tival without scouring and rinsing the vessel after every use and 
without being concerned that he is eating forbidden leftover meat. 
The Gemara asks: What is the reasoning of Rabbi Tarfon? The 
Gemara answers: It is as the verse states with regard to the Paschal 
offering: “And you shall roast and eat it in the place that the Lord 
your God shall choose; and you shall turn in the morning," and 
go to your tents” (Deuteronomy 16:7). Although one does not 
leave Jerusalem on the first morning of Passover, the verse has 
rendered all of those days over which one remains there equal 
to one morning. 


Rav Ahadvoi bar Ami objects to this: Can it be that all of the days 

of the Festival are considered a single day? But is there no prohibi- 
tion against bringing an offering that was sacrificed with the intent 

to consume it after its appointed time [piggul] during a pilgrim- 
age Festival? And is there no prohibition of notar, consuming 
sacrificial meat beyond its appointed time, during a pilgrimage 

Festival? Both these prohibitions are based on the premise that each 

offering may be eaten over a limited time far less than the duration 

of the entire Festival. 


And if you would say: Indeed, neither piggul nor notar apply during 
a Festival, that is difficult: But it is taught in a baraita that Rabbi 
Natan says: Rabbi Tarfon said that an entire Festival is considered 
a single day only with regard to this, the halakhot of scouring and 
rinsing, alone, and not with regard to other halakhot, including 
piggul and notar. Evidently, his opinion is not based on the cited 
verse. 


The Gemara continues: Rather, one must explain that Rabbi Tar- 
fon’s opinion accords with that which Rav Nahman says citing 
Rabba bar Avuh. As Rav Nahman says that Rabba bar Avuh says: 
Scouring and rinsing does not need to be done every day in order 
to avoid eating the taste of forbidden leftover meat, because while 
the vessels are used for repeatedly cooking various types of sacrifi- 
cial meat, the meat of each and every day becomes a purging agent 
for the other food," that which is already absorbed in the vessel 
from the prior day. Therefore, only after the Festival, when the vessel 
is not being used, must the pot be scoured and rinsed. 


NOTES 


And you shall turn in the morning — 7733 m39: This verse 
speaks of the mitzva of staying overnight, according to which 
one may not return home from the Temple before the morning 
after he brings his offering. Rashi explains that the verse, which 


interpretation relates to the dispute as to whether the mitzva 
to remain overnight is connected to the obligation to bring an 
offering, or to the obligation to visit the Temple (Josefot Rid on 
Hagiga 16a; see commentaries on Sukka 47a). 


necessarily speaks of a weekday, refers to the morning following 


the Festival as the first morning. According to this interpretation, 
it is only then that one may leave Jerusalem. 

Others challenge this interpretation for various reasons and 
offer an alternative one: The Torah considers the entire Festival 
ause although the first day of the Festival is the 
optimal time to bring the Festival peace offering, if one failed 
o bring it then, he may still bring it on any other day of the 
Festival. Therefore, the requirement of staying overnight extends 
he entire Festival, which is an extension of the first 
day in this regard, and one returns home only the day after the 


one day be 


O 


hrough 


Festival (Tosafot). 


According to another interpretation, since the obligation for 
all males to visit the Temple applies during all seven days of the 
Festival, when the verse describes a person leaving Jerusalem, day before the first meat becomes forbidden and requires the 


The meat of each and every day becomes a purging agent 
for the other food — tan’ bays mwya nin oF dp: One day's 
cooking purges the vessel, expelling the absorbed substance 
from the previous day, before the absorbed substance becomes 
forbidden as the taste of leftover meat. This formulation, accord- 
ing to which the cooking purges the previous day's substances, 
is appropriate only with regard to a peace offering. For such 
an offering, the meat does not become forbidden as leftover 
meat until the night following the day after the offering was 
sacrificed, and the cooking on the following day expels it before 
it becomes forbidden. But if one cooks a sin offering, or any 
offering that may be eaten only for a single day, he must be 
careful to cook a peace offering in the same pot on the same 


it can only be speaking of the day following the Festival. This pot to be scoured and rinsed (Rashi, citing Avoda Zara 76a). 
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HALAKHA 
The spit and the metal grill - xo>pxm naw: With regard 
to a spit or a metal grill used for roasting on an open fire, 
unlike other metal utensils, scouring with hot water is 
insufficient. Rather, they must be purged in boiling water 
and then rinsed (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HaKorbanot 8:12). 


LANGUAGE 

Grill [askela] - xbaon: The source of this word appears to 
be the Greek éoxapa, eskhara, with the r phoneme becom- 
ing an /, and the word refers to a utensil used for roasting. 
Some maintain that the word is related to the Latin scala, 
which means a ladder; in that case, the meaning would be: 
A ladder-shaped utensil used for roasting (Rabbi Ovadya 
Bartenura). 


Metal grill similar to those used in talmudic times 


BACKGROUND 

Purging — moyen: The term purging refers to the ritual 
cleansing of utensils in boiling water, a process by which 
forbidden cooking or eating utensils may be rendered fit for 
use according to the requirements of halakha. If a utensil 
or dish is used to cook or serve forbidden food while it is 
hot, it is presumed that the utensil absorbs a residue of 
that food. This residue is removed by placing the utensil in 
boiling water. Most wood and metal utensils are rendered 
fit for use in this manner. 


A¥ 1K” PD: ZEVAHIM ` PEREK XI: 97A 187 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


NOTES 


One waits for it so long as it remains the period of par- 
taking - TP% aw ay pha: The version of the Gemara 
quoted in Josafot, corroborated in numerous manuscripts 
and the texts of other early commentaries, perhaps includ- 
ing that of Rashi, reads: One waits for it for the entire period 
of partaking. That indicates that scouring and rinsing is 
performed only after the conclusion of the period during 
which partaking of the sin offering is permitted. By contrast, 
the commentaries explain that according to the standard 
version of the text, scouring and rinsing must be performed 
before the end of the period during which partaking of the 
sin offering is permitted. 


And the lenient components do not disqualify pieces 
of meat through contact - yana Dpis jos: With regard 
o a sin offering, the verse states: “Whatever shall touch its 
flesh shall be sacred” (Leviticus 6:20), which means: That 
which touches a sin offering acquires its status, as follows. 
With regard to eating it, it may be eaten by male priests in 
he Temple courtyard for one day and one night; and if the 
offering may not be eaten, that which it touches may not 
be eaten either. If it is a disqualified offering, that which 
ouches it also becomes disqualified. The Sages also extend 
his halakha to all other sacrificial meat, as is clarified in the 
Gemara further on. 


HALAKHA 


Scouring is performed with hot water and rinsing is 
performed with cold water — pixa Tow pana mpya: 
Scouring is performed with hot water, and rinsing is per- 
formed with cold water, in accordance with the opinion of 
the Rabbis. Though the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi is 
presented in the mishna as an unattributed opinion, and 
an unattributed opinion is usually accepted as halakha, 
this principle does not apply when it is the redactor of the 
Mishna, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, who cites his own opinion as 
unattributed (Mahari Kurkus). Alternatively, perhaps in the 
version of the Gemara text possessed by the Rambam, the 
unattributed opinion is that of the Rabbis (Mahari Kurkus, 
and see also Likkutei Halakhot). In any case, Rashi and other 
early commentaries maintain that when the Gemara men- 
tions scouring with hot water, this refers to cleansing in the 
form of purging in boiling water, and not simply washing 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 8:12). 


If one cooked in one vessel sacrificial meat and non- 
sacred meat — pam Depia hwa: If one cooked sacrificial 
meat and non-sacred meat in a single vessel, when there is 
a sufficient quantity of substance that is subject to greater 
stringency to impart flavor to the other substance, then 
everything in the vessel must be eaten according to the 
halakhot of the substance that is subject to greater strin- 
gency. The same halakha applies if meat of offerings of the 
most sacred order and meat of offerings of lesser sanctity are 
cooked in a single vessel. Additionally, the vessel in which 
the mixture was cooked must be scoured and rinsed, in 
accordance with the restrictions of the stringent compo- 
nents therein. 

If the measure of the more sacred meat is not sufficient 
to impart flavor to the less sacred or non-sacred meat, while 
the lenient components do not assume the status of the 
stringent components, the vessel nevertheless must be 
scoured and rinsed. This is in accordance with Rava’s expla- 
nation that the mishna is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Shimon, and the halakha is not in accordance with his 
opinion (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 
8:18 and Radbaz there). 
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§ The mishna teaches: And the Rabbis say: One may not 
continue using it in this manner; rather, one must perform 
scouring and rinsing before the end of the period during 
which partaking of the particular cooked offering is permitted. 
What is the mishna saying? Rav Nahman said that Rabba 
bar Avuh said: One waits for the copper vessel so long as it 
remains the period of partaking," and then he performs 
scouring and rinsing on it. 


From where are these matters derived? Rabbi Yohanan says 
in the name of Abba Yosei bar Abba: It is written about a 
copper vessel in which a sin offering was cooked: “It shall be 
scoured and rinsed in water” (Leviticus 6:21); and it is written 
in the following verse: “Every male among the priests may 
eat it.” How so, i.e., what are the verses teaching through this 
juxtaposition? One waits with it until the end of the period 
of partaking and then performs scouring and rinsing on it. 


§ The mishna teaches: Scouring is like the scouring of a cup, 
and rinsing is like the rinsing of a cup; and scouring and 
rinsing are both performed with cold water. The Sages taught 
in a baraita: Scouring and rinsing are both performed with 
cold water; this is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. 
And the Rabbis say: Scouring is performed with hot water, 
and rinsing is performed with cold water." 


What is the reasoning of the Rabbis? They hold that this 
halakha is just as it is with regard to purging the used vessels 
acquired from gentiles, for which purging the forbidden 
absorptions must be performed with hot water. And Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi could have said to you: I do not say this 
statement about purging, which must certainly be performed 
with hot water. Rather, when I say my opinion, it is with regard 
to the mitzva of scouring and rinsing, which is performed 
after purging. 


And the Rabbis could reply: If so, that scouring and rinsing 
are both performed in the same manner, let the verse write 
the same verb to describe both processes, namely either: It 
shall be scoured and scoured in water, or: It shall be rinsed 
and rinsed in water. What is meant by the formula: “It shall 
be scoured and rinsed in water”? Conclude from the use of 
two verbs that scouring is performed with hot water, and 
rinsing is performed with cold water. 


And Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi could reply: If it were written: It 

shall be scoured and scoured, or: It shall be rinsed and rinsed, 
I would say that the vessel must be scoured two times, or that 
it must be rinsed two times. Therefore, it is written: “It shall 

be scoured and rinsed,” to tell you that even if both are per- 
formed with cold water, there are two distinct actions: Scour- 
ing is like the scouring of the inside of a cup, and rinsing is 

like the rinsing of the outside of a cup. 


MISHNA If one cooked in one vessel sacrificial 


meat and non-sacred meat," or the 
meat of offerings of the most sacred order and the meat of 
offerings of lesser sanctity, the status of the food depends 
upon the taste of the stringent substance. If there is enough of 
the more sacred meat to impart flavor to the less sacred or 
non-sacred meat, then the lenient components of the mixtures 
must be eaten in accordance with the restrictions of the strin- 
gent components therein, insofar as who may partake of them, 
as well as the time when and the place where they may be eaten. 
And the copper vessels in which the lenient components were 
cooked do not require scouring and rinsing, and the lenient 
components do not disqualify pieces of meat through 
contact." With regard to these principles, the lenient compo- 
nents do not assume the status of the stringent components. 
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In the case of a fit wafer that touched an unfit wafer" or a piece 
of sacrificial meat that touched an unfit piece of sacrificial meat, 
neither all the wafers nor all the pieces of meat are forbidden. 
No partis forbidden other than that which is in the place where 
the item absorbed taste from the unfit wafers or pieces. 


GEMARA ‘ins to the mishna, if the more 


sacred meat imparts flavor to the less 
sacred or non-sacred meat, then the lenient meat is to be treated 
in the same manneras the more sacred meat. Concurrently, their 
vessels do not require scouring and rinsing, and the lenient com- 
ponents do not disqualify pieces of meat through contact. The 
Gemara asks: What is the mishna saying? Is this not inconsis- 
tent? The Gemara answers: The mishna must be understood 
otherwise: If there is enough of the more sacred meat to impart 
flavor to the less sacred or non-sacred meat, then the lenient 
components of the mixtures must be eaten in accordance with 
the restrictions of the stringent components. Moreover, the 
copper vessels in which the lenient components were cooked do 
require scouring and rinsing, and the lenient components do 
disqualify pieces of meat through contact. 


The Gemara continues: If the more sacred meat is not sufficient 
to impart flavor to the less sacred or non-sacred meat, then 
the lenient components of the mixtures are not eaten in 
accordance with the restrictions of the stringent components. 
Moreover, the copper vessels in which the lenient components 
were cooked do not require scouring and rinsing, and the 
lenient components do not disqualify pieces of meat through 
contact. 


The Gemara asks: If the offerings of the most sacred order do not 
impart taste to the offerings of lesser sanctity, granted, the vessels 
do not require scouring and rinsing commensurate with vessels 
used to cook offerings of the most sacred order. But isn't it so 
that the vessels should nevertheless require scouring and rinsing 
by virtue of having been used for offerings of lesser sanctity? 


Abaye said: What is the meaning of: Do not require," which 
the mishna states? It means only that the vessels do not require 
scouring and rinsing commensurate with vessels used to cook 
offerings of the most sacred order, but they do require 
scouring and rinsing as vessels used to cook offerings of lesser 
sanctity. Rava said: In accordance with whose opinion is this 
mishna? It is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, 
who says: Vessels used to cook offerings of lesser sanctity do 
not require scouring and rinsing at all. 


The Gemara analyzes: Granted, according to the opinion of 
Rava, this explanation is consistent with that which the mishna 
teaches: If one cooked in one vessel sacrificial meat and non- 
sacred meat, or the meat of offerings of the most sacred order 
and the meat of offerings of lesser sanctity. The mishna pro- 
vides a second scenario in order to teach that vessels used to 
cook offerings of lesser sanctity do not require scouring and 
rinsing, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon. But 
according to Abaye, why do I need two cases to teach the single 
principle that a substance is nullified if its presence is insufficient 
to impart flavor? 


The Gemara answers: Even according to Abaye, both cases are 
necessary, in order to teach a halakha with regard to nullification. 
As, had the mishna taught only the case of sacrificial meat and 
non-sacred meat, I would say that it is non-sacred meat that 
can nullify sacrificial meat, as sacrificial meat is not its type. But 
with regard to offerings of the most sacred order and offerings 
of lesser sanctity, I would say: The offerings of lesser sanctity 
do not nullify those other offerings, because they are of the 
same type. 


HALAKHA 
A fit wafer that touched an unfit wafer - yaw Pp] 
pia: If meat of a sin offering, or other sacrificial 
meat, touched a wafer, such that that part of the wafer 
absorbed the flavor of the other substance, this does not 
sanctify the entire wafer. Only the place that absorbed 
from the meat must be cut off (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 8:17). 


NOTES 


What is the meaning of do not require, etc. — p% "x7 
^D pay: This means to say that scouring and rinsing 
is not required after one day and the night that follows, 
in accordance with the timeline of the minority com- 
ponents in the vessel, which are offerings of the most 
sacred order. Scouring and rinsing is required after two 
days due to the majority of the meat in the vessel, which 
is from offerings of lesser sanctity (Rashi). 
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HALAKHA 


Unless the other food absorbs - yaw tu: If the 

meat of a sin offering touches another item, the item 

becomes sacred like the meat only if it absorbs fla- 
vor from the meat. If the meat touches a wafer and 

some of its flavor is absorbed within part of the wafer, 
only that part becomes sacred (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 8:16-17). 


Shall be sacred teaches whatever touches it 
becomes like it - 7in3 nod wip: With regard to the 
sin offering, the verse states: “Whatever shall touch its 
flesh shall be sacred,’ meaning that whatever touches 
the sin offering becomes like it. This means that if the 
offering is disqualified, then what touches it becomes 
disqualified; if it is fit, whatever touches it must be 
eaten according to the constraints and standard of 
sanctity of the sin offering (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 8:15). 
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And had the mishna taught only the case of offerings of the most 
sacred order and offerings of lesser sanctity, I would say that it is 
sacrificial meat that is strong enough to nullify other sacrificial 
meat; but with regard to non-sacred meat, I would say: It is not 
strong enough to nullify sacrificial meat. Therefore, it is necessary 
for the mishna to teach both cases. 


§ The mishna teaches: In the case of a fit wafer that reached an 
unfit wafer or a piece of sacrificial meat that touched an unfit piece 
of sacrificial meat, neither all the wafers nor all the pieces are forbid- 
den. No part is forbidden other than that which is in the place where 
the item absorbed taste from the unfit wafers or pieces. In relation 
to this halakha, the Sages taught in a baraita: With regard to a sin 
offering, the verse states: “Whatever shall touch its flesh shall be 
sacred” (Leviticus 6:20). One might have thought that this applies 
to all contact, even if the other piece did not absorb any flavor from 
the meat of the sin offering. To counter this, the same verse states: 
“With its flesh [ bivsarah |” which can also be translated: In its flesh. 


This teaches that this halakha does not apply unless the other food 
absorbs" something of the sin offering into its meat. 


One might have thought that if the sin offering touched part of a 
piece of something that absorbed flavor from the sin offering, the 
entire piece should become disqualified. To counter this, the 
verse states: “Whatever shall touch its flesh shall be sacred” (Leviti- 
cus 6:20), to teach that only the section that touches the sin offering 
is disqualified. How so? What can be done with an item when a 
section of it is disqualified? One slices off the section of the piece 
that absorbed the disqualified matter. Additionally, the verse states: 
“Whatever shall touch its flesh,” but an item is not disqualified if 
it touches the sin offering’s sinews, nor its bones, nor its horns, 
nor its hooves. 


§ The baraita continues to interpret the same verse. “Whatever 
shall touch its flesh shall be sacred,” teaches: Whatever touches it 
becomes like it," with regard to its status. How so? If the sin offering 
is disqualified, due to any disqualification, whatever touches it 
becomes disqualified. And if it is fit, whatever touches it must be 
eaten in accordance with the stringent regulations that apply to 
the sin offering. Therefore, a piece of meat that touches the meat of 
a sin offering may be eaten only in accordance with the terms of 
the consumption of a sin offering, e.g., it may be eaten only by male 
priests, and only for one day and one night. 


The Gemara asks: If sacrificial meat touched the meat of a disquali- 
fied sin offering, why should the sacrificial meat become forbidden? 
Should not the positive mitzva of eating the sacrificial meat come 
and override the prohibition against eating the disqualified sub- 
stance that was absorbed in it? Rava said: A positive mitzva does 
not override a prohibition that relates to the Temple. 


Rav’s opinion relates to that which is taught in a baraita: As it is 
stated in a verse concerning the Paschal offering: “Nor shall you 
break a bone of it” (Exodus 12:46). Rabbi Shimon ben Menasya 
says: Botha bone that contains marrow and a bone that does not 
contain marrow are included in the prohibition. This statement is 
analyzed: If one means to break a bone in order to eat its marrow, 
why would that be prohibited? Should not the positive mitzva 
of eating the edible parts of the offering, including the marrow, 
come and override the prohibition of not breaking a bone of the 
Paschal offering? Rather, it must be that a positive mitzva does not 
override a prohibition that relates to the Temple. 
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Rav Ashi said: If sacrificial meat touches a disqualified sin offering, 
this is not simply a case of a positive mitzva in conflict with a pro- 
hibition. Because the verse states: “Whatever shall touch its flesh 
shall be sacred” (Leviticus 6:20), treating the item as consecrated 
is itselfa positive mitzva. Consequently, both a positive mitzva and 
a prohibition stand in opposition to eating that sacrificial meat, and 
a positive mitzva does not override both a prohibition and a 
positive mitzva. 


§ With regard to a sin offering, the verse states: “Whatever shall 

touch its flesh shall be sacred.” The Gemara asks: We found a source 

teaching that with regard to a sin offering, whatever it touches 

becomes sanctified through that which is absorbed from the sin 

offering. From where do we derive that this is also the halakha 

concerning the rest of the sacred offerings?" Shmuel says in the 

name of Rabbi Eliezer: It is stated: “This is the law of the burnt 

offering, of the meal offering, and of the sin offering, and of the 

guilt offering, and of the inauguration offering, and of the sacri- 
fice of peace offerings” (Leviticus 7:37). This verse connects all of 
the specified offerings, such that individual aspects of each offering 
are applicable to all of the offerings. 


The Gemara details these aspects. The verse states “of the burnt 

offering” to teach that all of the offerings are like a burnt offering 

in that just as a burnt offering requires a utensil in its preparation, 
so too do all animal offerings require a utensil. What is the utensil? 

If we say it is a bowl, a utensil used for collecting the blood, as were 

used in the burnt offerings that were sacrificed at Mount Sinai, that 

cannot be correct, since the source for a vessel for collecting blood 

does not need to be derived from the use of one in a burnt offering. 
With regard to communal peace offerings it is also written of 
them: “And they offered burnt offerings, and they sacrificed peace 

offerings... And Moses took half of the blood, and put it in basins” 
(Exodus 24:5-6). 


Rather, the term: Utensil, must be stated of a knife," as the slaugh- 
tering may be performed only with a knife and not with a sharp 
stone or reed. The Gemara asks: And with regard to a burnt offering 
itself, from where do we derive that it must be slaughtered with a 
knife? This is learned from that which is written: “And Abraham 


stretched forth his hand, and took the knife to slaughter his son” 


(Genesis 22:10); and there, Abraham was offering a burnt offering, 
as it is written: “And offered it up for a burnt offering instead of 
his son” (Genesis 22:13). 


The Gemara continues to expound the aforementioned verse (Levit- 
icus 7:37). When the verse mentions a meal offering, it teaches that 
just as a meal offering is eaten only by males of the priesthood 
(see Leviticus 6:9-11), so too are all of the offerings mentioned in 
this verse eaten only by males of the priesthood. The Gemara asks: 
With regard to what offering is it that this halakha must be derived? 
If one suggests it is with regard to the sin offering and the guilt 
offering, this halakha is explicitly written of them. With regard to 
the sin offering, it is stated: “Every male among the priests may eat 
it” (Leviticus 6:22); and with regard to the guilt offering, itis stated: 


“Every male among the priests may eat of it” (Leviticus 7:6). 


And if one suggests that the halakha must be derived with regard to 
communal peace offerings, i.e., the two lambs that were sacrificed 
as communal offerings on Shavuot together with the offering of the 
two loaves (see Leviticus 23:19), this halakha is derived from the 
amplification of the verse that is stated with regard to meal offer- 
ings, sin offerings, and guilt offerings. The verse states: “In a most 
sacred place shall you eat of it; every male may eat it” (Numbers 
18:10), and it is taught in a baraita: The verse teaches with regard 
to communal peace offerings" that they are eaten only by males 
of priestly families. 


The Gemara explains: It is a dispute between tanna’im. 


HALAKHA 


From where do we derive that this is the halakha con- 
cerning the rest of the sacred offerings - wtp Nw 
joan: When a food item absorbs flavor from a sin offer- 
ing or from all other varieties of sacrificial meat, whether 
from offerings of the most sacred order or from offer- 
ings of lesser sanctity, that food item becomes sacred, in 
accordance with the sanctity of the absorbed substance 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 8:16). 


Rather, the term utensil must be stated of a knife - xox 
P30: All offerings are slaughtered with a knife, which is a 
service vessel, ab initio. If one slaughtered with any item 
fit for slaughtering, even the stalk of a reed, the offering 
is valid. This ruling is in accordance with the discussion of 
the Gemara on Hullin 3a. Accordingly, Rambam interprets 
the discussion here as referring to how one should act ab 
initio (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 
4:7 and Mahari Kurkus there). 


Teaches with regard to communal peace offerings — 
way mnbw by 1%: The sin offering, the guilt offering, and 

the remainder of a meal offering are eaten only by the 

males of a priestly family and only in the Temple courtyard. 
The communal peace offering has the same halakhic sta- 
tus as the sin offering and the guilt offering (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 10:3). 


NOTES 
Rather, the term utensil must be stated of a knife — xx 
pap: According to Rashi, this excludes slaughter per- 
formed with a flint stone or a sharp reed, because the 
slaughter must be performed with a service vessel (Rashi 
on 98a; see Tosafot on 47a). 
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There is one tanna who derives it, the halakha that only males of 
priestly families may eat of the communal peace offering, from 
here, i.e., the precedent mentioned explicitly with regard to the 
meal offering; and there is one tanna who derives it from there, i.e., 
the amplification of the verse stated with regard to meal offerings, 
sin offerings, and guilt offerings. 


The Gemara continues expounding the verse: “This is the law of 
the burnt offering, of the meal offering, and of the sin offering, and 
of the guilt offering, and of the inauguration offering, and of the 
sacrifice of peace offerings.” “Sin offering” teaches: Just as with 
regard to a sin offering, whatever it touches is sanctified through 
the substance that becomes absorbed, so too for all offerings 
mentioned in this verse, whatever they touch is sanctified through 
the absorbed portions. 


“Guilt offering” teaches: Just as with regard to a guilt offering, a 
fetal sac and a placenta are not sacred within it, because a guilt 
offering is always male and as such never holds a fetal sac or a 
placenta, so too for any of the offerings mentioned in the verse, 
a fetal sac and a placenta are not sacred if found within it." The 
Gemara notes: Evidently, this tanna holds that with regard to the 
offspring of sacrificial animals," they are sanctified only as they 
are from the moments of their births, but not in utero. And he also 
holds that one derives the possible from the impossible, so that 
the halakha of a fetal sac and of a placenta concerning female animals 
may be derived from the halakha of a male animal. 


“Inauguration offering” teaches: Just as with regard to the inaugu- 
ration offering, the rams and the bread of that offering, which were 
brought during the seven days of inauguration of the Tabernacle and 
which the priests ate, their leftovers were disposed of by incinera- 
tion, as is stated: “And if any of the flesh of the inauguration offering, 
or of the bread, remain until the morning, then you shall burn the 
remainder with fire” (Exodus 29:34), and no living animals were 
among their leftovers designated for incineration; so too for all 
offerings mentioned, their leftovers are disposed of by incineration, 
and there are no living animals counted among their leftovers to 
be incinerated. Accordingly, if one sanctifies two animals so that 
either one may be brought if the other is lost, when one animal is 
sacrificed, the surviving animal is not killed and incinerated. 


NOTES 


A fetal sac and a placenta are not sacred within it — vow prs 
javinp shw: Some commentaries explain, in accordance with 
the literal meaning of this phrase, that an unborn fetus does 
not become sacred while still within the mother’s body, and 
therefore, if a fetus is found within the body of an offering after 
it has been slaughtered, the status of the fetus is non-sacred 
(Tosafot here, Rashi on Menahot 83a). 

By contrast, Rashi explains here, in accordance with a baraita 
cited in Hullin 75a, that the fetus of a consecrated animal is not 


A fetal sac and a placenta are not sacred within it — vow prs 
ja vip xu: If an animal consecrated as an offering is preg- 
nant, one does not offer the fat of the fetus along with the fat 
of the consecrated animal upon the altar, even if the fetus is 
grown to full-term, and even if it is found alive when the mother 
is slaughtered. This ruling is in accordance with a baraita (Hullin 
75a) and with Rashi's interpretation here (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 1:19). 


HALAKHA 


categorically non-sacred. Rather, this is teaching with regard 
to the fetus's fat and kidneys, which are parts of an offering 
normally consumed on the altar, that these are not brought on 
the altar together with the corresponding parts of the mother. 
This is so because just as with regard to a guilt offering, which 
is always a male, those parts of a fetus can never be consumed 
on the altar, so too, with regard to a peace offering, which 
may also be a female animal, those parts of its fetus are never 
consumed on the altar. 


Offspring of sacrificial animals — pw? nit: If one slaugh- 
ters a sin offering and finds a live fetus within it, the fetus may 
be eaten in accordance with the restrictions that apply to the 
meat of a sin offering, as the offspring of consecrated animals 
are sanctified within the mother's body. This ruling is in accor- 
dance with a baraita in Temura 11a (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Temura 4:3). 
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“Peace offering” teaches: Just as with regard to the peace offer- 
ing, its components can render an animal disqualified as an offer- 
ing that was sacrificed with the intent to consume it after its 
appointed time [piggul] and can be rendered piggul;" so too 
with regard to all offerings mentioned in this verse, their compo- 
nents render an animal disqualified as piggul and can be rendered 


piggul." 


§ With regard to the verse at the center of the prior exchange 
(Leviticus 7:37), the Gemara states: It was taught in a baraita in 
the name of Rabbi Akiva: From the term “meal offering,” it is 
derived: Just as with regard to a meal offering, whatever it touches 
is sanctified through the substance that becomes absorbed, as it 
is stated: “Whatever shall touch them shall be sacred” (Leviticus 
6:11); so too for all offerings mentioned in this verse, whatever they 
touch is sanctified through the absorbed portions. 


The Gemara notes: And it was necessary to write the halakha of 
absorption with regard to a meal offering, and it was necessary 
to write the halakha of absorption with regard to a sin offering. 
As, had the Torah taught us this halakha only with regard to 
a meal offering, I would say that since it is soft, it is absorbed 
and, therefore it sanctifies what it touches. But with regard to 
the meat of a sin offering, I would say that it does not sanctify 
what it touches. And had it had taught us this halakha only with 
regard to a sin offering, I would say that because, on account 
of its fattiness, it oozes into whatever it touches, it sanctifies it. 
But with regard to a meal offering, I would say that it does not 
sanctify what it touches. Therefore, it is necessary for the Torah 
to write both. 


The cited baraita continues: “Sin offering” teaches: Just as a 
sin offering is brought only from non-sacred animals and is 
sacrificed specifically in the daytime, and its service must be per- 
formed with the priest’s right hand; so too all offerings mentioned 
are brought only from non-sacred animals," and are sacrificed 
specifically in the daytime," and each one’s service must be per- 
formed with the priest’s right hand." And with regard to a sin 
offering, from where do we derive that it is brought only from 
non-sacred animals? Rav Hisda said: The verse states: “And 
Aaron shall present the bull of the sin offering, which is his’ 
(Leviticus 16:11). This teaches that the animal must come from his 
cattle, and not from communal property, and not from money 
upon which the second tithe has been redeemed. 


9 


The Gemara asks: Why is it necessary to derive from the halakha 
ofa sin offering that an offering is sacrificed in the daytime? Is this 
principle not derived from the conspicuous expression: “On the 
day of His commanding” (Leviticus 7:38), which is understood 
to be referring to all offerings? The Gemara answers: Indeed, the 
baraita cited the principle from the model of a sin offering for 
no reason [kedi], and it was mentioned here on account of the 
other principles. 


HALAKHA 


Their components render an animal piggul and can be 
rendered piggul - phann praan: With regard to the penalty 
of karet, which one incurs for eating consecrated parts disqua- 
lifled as piggul, one is liable for eating only those items that are 
rendered permitted for consumption by the offering of another 
item, whether for human consumption or consumption by 
burning on the altar. But with regard to consecrated items that 
are not rendered permitted by another item, such as meal offer- 
ings burned in their entirety or the flesh of the sin offerings 
burned in their entirety, these cannot be rendered piggul. For 
such items, as in the case of items that render permitted other 
sacred items, one who eats them is liable for having eaten dis- 
qualified sacred items, but he is not subject to karet (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 18:7). 


Only from non-sacred animals - pana n Kb: With regard to 
one who takes a vow to bring an offering, he may not purchase 
it with second tithe money, as through the vow he incurs a new 
obligation to bring the offering (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Ma'aseh HaKorbanot 16:15; see also Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Hagiga 
2:8, 10). 


And in the daytime - nia: All offerings in the Temple are 
brought only during the daytime, as is stated (Leviticus 7:38): 
“On the day of His commanding” (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 4:1). 


And with the priest's right hand — mya” it: Temple service 
must always be performed with the right hand. If it was per- 
formed with the left hand, the service is not valid but no lashes 
are incurred (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat Mikdash 5:18). 


NOTES 

Just as with regard to the peace offering its compo- 
nents render piggul and can be rendered piggul - ma 

phann praan oyw: According to some, this state- 
ment simply means that the halakha of piggul applies to 

a peace offering. After all, the halakha of piggul is stated 

in the Torah explicitly with regard to the peace offering 

(Tosafot). Rashi explains, as does Rabbeinu Gershom 

Meor HaGola (Menahot 83a), that this statement indi- 
cates a different halakha: If the peace offering becomes 

piggul, it also renders its accompanying libations piggul 
(see 28b). 


LANGUAGE 

For no reason [kedi] — *13: This word means for naught, 
needlessly. Some maintain that it is an abbreviated form 
of the Aramaic kediv, and the Hebrew kazav, meaning 
falsehood. Others say that it is an abbreviated form of 
kedehi, meaning: As it is. Accordingly, the term would 
indicate: The matter was cited as it is, although it is 
unnecessary for the matter at hand. 
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NOTES 

Just as with regard to a guilt offering its bones are permitted — 
puma yniayy OWN m: Citing his teachers, Rashi explains that all 

of the meat, including the bones, is given to the priests, and the 

prohibition against leftover sacrificial meat does not apply to the 

bones (see 35a). Consequently, the bones are the property of the 

priests in all respects. Although this is the halakha with regard 

to all offerings whose meat is given to priests or Israelites, the 

derivation is necessary with regard to a burnt offering to teach 

that although it is burned completely, its bones are permitted. 


HALAKHA 

Its bones are permitted - panya waxy: With regard to all 
offerings that are eaten, except for the Paschal offering, the 
leftover bones are permitted for use and one may make of them 
any utensil he wishes. In the case of bones containing marrow 
or bones to which flesh is still attached, these must be burned 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 10:10 and 
Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 19:9). 
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The Gemara asks: Why must the baraita teach that halakha of 
the sin offering teaches that the rites of an offering must be 
performed with the priest’s right hand? Is this not derived 
from the statement of Rabba bar bar Hana? As Rabba bar bar 
Hana says that Reish Lakish says: In any place in the Torah 
that it is stated that an action is performed with a finger, or 
that it is performed by priesthood, the halakha is that the rite 
is performed only with the right hand. This is derived from 
the Torah’s statement with regard to the leper: “And the priest 
shall dip his right finger” (Leviticus 14:16). The Gemara 
answers: The baraita cited the principle from the model of a 
sin offering for no reason, since it is actually derived from 
Rabba bar bar Hana’s statement. 


The Gemara suggest: And if you wish, say that the tanna of 
the baraita holds in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Shimon, who says: Where the verse mentions a finger, itis not 
necessary for the verse to mention priesthood; but where it 
mentions priesthood, it is necessary for the verse to mention 
a finger, in order to teach that the rite must be performed 
with the right hand, which is not self-evident. With regard to 
the assorted offerings itemized in the verse (Leviticus 7:37), 
the Torah does not mention a finger; therefore, they must be 
derived from the halakha of a sin offering. 


The cited baraita continues: “Guilt offering” teaches: Just 
as with regard to a guilt offering, its bones have no sanctity 
and are permitted for any use, so too with regard to any 
mentioned offering, its bones are permitted. 


§ Rava said: It is obvious to me that 


when the blood of a sin offering is below" and the blood of 
a burnt offering is above, in a case in which the blood of a 
burnt offering is sprayed as a second layer on top of the blood 
of a sin offering that has already been sprayed and absorbed 
into a garment, the garment requires laundering. 


Rava asks: When the blood of a burnt offering is below and 
the blood of a sin offering is above, what is the halakha? Is 
one required to launder a garment to remove the blood of a 
sin offering because the blood touches his garment, and in 
this case, this blood is touching the garment? Or perhaps is 
one required to launder it because of the absorption of the 
blood into the garment, and, in this case, since the garment 
has already absorbed the other blood, this garment did not 
absorb the blood? Rava then resolves his dilemma, ruling 
that such garments do not require laundering. 


Blood of a sin offering is below — mend nyn oT: If the 
blood of a sin offering sprayed onto a garment, and then 
non-sacred blood sprayed on top of it, the garment must be 
laundered. If non-sacred blood, or even the blood of a burnt 
offering, sprayed onto the garment first, and then the blood 


HALAKHA 


of a sin offering sprayed onto that blood, the garment does 
not require laundering, since the sin offering blood is not 
absorbed into the garment. This ruling is in accordance with 
Rava's conclusion here (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HaKorbanot 8:9). 
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§ Ina similar manner, with regard to the immersion of a garment 
that has become impure, Rava said: It is obvious to me that if there 
is blood on one’s garment, it interposes" between the water of 
immersion and the garment, such that the immersion is ineffective. 
But if he is a butcher, used to having blood on his garments, a 
bloodstain does not interpose, and the immersion is effective, since 
a substance is not considered an interposition if the one immersing 
is not particular about it. Similarly, if there is a stain of fat [revav]* 
on one’s garment, it interposes. But ifhe is a fat seller, such a stain 
does not interpose. Rava asks: If there is both blood and fat on 
one’s garment" when he immerses it, what is the halakha? 


The Gemara challenges the question: If he is a butcher, let me 
derive that the stain interposes due to the fat that he is not used 
to having on his garments; and conversely, if he is a fat seller, let 
me derive that the stain interposes due to the stain of blood that 
he is not used to having on his garments. The Gemara explains: No, 
this question is not superfluous; it is necessary with regard to a 
person who works both as this, a butcher, and as that, a fat seller. 
In such a case, the question is: Is it that he is not particular with 
regard to one stain, but he is particular with regard to two stains," 
so that the immersion is ineffective? Or, perhaps, is it that he is 
not particular even with regard to two stains, as neither is unusual 
for him? The Gemara provides no answer, and the question shall 
stand unresolved. 


HALAKHA 


Blood on one’s garment interposes - y¥in imaw o7: Blood 
on a garment interposes between the water of immersion 
and a garment when it is immersed in a ritual bath. In the 
case of a butcher, blood is not considered an interposition on 
his garment, because he is not particular about it. Similarly, 
in the case of a fat seller, a fat stain is not considered an 
interposition on his garment. This is in accordance with Rava's 
opinion (Kesef Mishne). 

Similar logic applies to an interposition on a person's body. 
If there is blood on one’s skin, even while it is moist, it is 
considered an interposition. But in the case of a ritual slaugh- 
terer, or a butcher, or the like, whose hands are constantly 
stained with blood, blood on the skin is not considered an 
interposition, as most people employed in these professions 
are not particular about blood on the skin. Similarly, in the 
case of a painter, paint is not considered an interposition. In 
a similar manner, the Rashba rules that the dyes, shading, 
and polish used by women on their hair, faces, and hands 
are not considered an interposition (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Mikvaot 2:2, 3:6; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 198:16-17, 
and in the comment of the Rema; see also Orah Hayyim 161:2). 


Blood and fat on one’s garment - ina by 331107: Fat is 
not considered an interposition on a fat seller's garment, 
and the same is true of all similar situations. The halakha 
remains uncertain in the case of an individual who works as 
both a butcher and a fat seller, when he has both blood and 
fat on his garment. Perhaps, since there are two stains and 
not merely one, the garment may be thought of as having 
an interposition; alternatively, it may be that he would not 
be particular even about two stains, as both are related to his 
trade, and he is used to them. Therefore, in matters involv- 
ing Torah law, such as the immersion of a woman who has 
completed a menstruation cycle, stringency is exercised. In 
matters involving rabbinic law, such as ritual hand washing 
before eating, leniency is exercised (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Mikvaot 3:7, and see Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 161:2 
and Magen Avraham there). 


LANGUAGE 
Fat [revav] - 337: Although there are those who liken this 
word to certain Persian words, its source remains unclear. In 
any case, the word refers to a greasy substance, such as oil or 
fat, and the like. Sometimes it refers to a stain produced by 
the greasy substance on a garment or on meat. 


NOTES 
He is particular with regard to two stains - P92 AK: 
It may be personally degrading to walk around wearing a 
garment with more than one stain, as he presents himself 
as sloppy and dirty. 
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The Torah states that if blood from a sin offering is sprayed on a garment, that gar- 
ment must be laundered in a sacred place, which is the Temple courtyard. In this 
chapter it is explained that the requirement of laundering applies only to a garment 
onto which the blood ofa sin offering was sprayed, not the blood of another offering. 
Even though the Torah mentions this requirement of laundering explicitly only with 
regard to those sin offerings that are eaten, which are the external sin offerings, the 
Sages derived from certain verses that the requirement applies to all sin offerings, 
including the internal sin offerings, which are not eaten. 


Nevertheless, there is a requirement of laundering only with regard to the blood of 
those sin offerings that are subject to be slaughtered, excluding the blood of bird sin 
offerings, which are killed by pinching rather than slaughtering. Also, even among 
the sin offerings that are slaughtered, the requirement of laundering applies only to 
those fit for sacrifice, but not to those which have been disqualified, whether they 
have become disqualified before or after their blood has been collected in a service 
vessel for sprinkling on the altar. 


The Torah states in a general way that blood of a sin offering must be washed out 
of the garment onto which it sprayed, without specifying that this is so only at a 
particular juncture of the sacrificial process. The Sages derived that, in order for the 
requirement of laundering the garment to take effect, the blood must have already 
been collected in a service vessel for the purpose of sprinkling, and the blood must 
be fit for sprinkling. Therefore, if blood sprayed on a garment directly from the neck 
of the animal, or if the blood has already reached the altar, then the garment does 
not require laundering. Similarly, if the amount of blood in the service vessel is less 
than the minimum quantity necessary for sprinkling, if it sprays on a garment, the 
garment does not require laundering. 


In this chapter, the Gemara also deliberated as to the definition of the term garment, 
and the Gemara concludes that, for the purpose of these halakhot, the category 
of garment includes not only an item fashioned of wool or linen, but also an item 
made of sackcloth or hide. With regard to hide, there is a dispute among the Sages 
as to whether it is considered a garment as soon as it is detached from the animal, or 
only after it has been processed enough to become susceptible to ritual impurity in 
its current state. In any case, this definition of a garment includes only items fit for 
laundering, i.e., a cleansing process that expels absorbed dirt. Therefore, a wooden 
vessel, which is not fit for laundering, is not included in this definition. 


Laundering a garment upon which the blood of a sin offering has sprayed requires 
the application of the seven abrasive substances used as laundering agents, and the 
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garment must be rubbed three times with each of those substances. Only the spot 
in which the blood was absorbed, and not the entire garment, must be laundered. 


The Torah states that if the meat of a sin offering was cooked in an earthenware vessel 
that cannot expel all that it has absorbed, the vessel must be broken. If the meat was 
cooked in a copper vessel, the vessel must be scoured and rinsed. In addition, pouring 
a hot substance into a pot is considered the same as cooking in that pot. 


With regard to scouring and rinsing, the following principles apply: Scouring is per- 
formed with hot water and rinsing with cold water. No liquid other than water, not 
even wine diluted in water, may be used for scouring and rinsing. Unlike laundering 
a garment, scouring and rinsing must be performed for the entire vessel even if the 
matter was absorbed in only part of the vessel. 


In this chapter, the Gemara also examined complex situations, such as those in which 
sacrificial meat is cooked together with non-sacred meat, or meat of a sin offering is 
cooked with meat of a peace offering. In certain cases, the vessel in which the mixture 
is cooked must be broken, such as if the vessel is made of earthenware, or it must be 
scoured and rinsed, if it is of copper. Ultimately, the halakha for the vessels, and for 
the food cooked within them, depends on various factors, including whether the 
components of the most stringent substances are present in sufficient quantity to 
impart some flavor. 


The Gemara also concluded that scouring and rinsing must be performed for all metal 
vessels in which any sacrificial meat is cooked, not just the meat ofa sin offering. With 
regard to the breaking of earthenware vessels, the majority of the commentaries hold 
that it is required only after cooking the meat of a sin offering. 


Although the Torah specifies that the procedure must be done in a sacred place 
only with regard to laundering garments upon which the blood ofa sin offering has 
sprayed, the Sages derived that the breaking of earthenware vessels and the scouring 
and rinsing of metal vessels are also performed in that place. In addition, the specified 
place is identified as the Temple courtyard. 


Several circumstances may complicate matters with regard to those garments or 
vessels that must be treated in the Temple courtyard. If the relevant garments or 
vessels have been removed from the courtyard, they can simply be brought back into 
the courtyard to be handled in the appropriate manner. If they have been rendered 
ritually impure while outside of the courtyard, they must first be rendered defective 
in a way that cancels their ritual impurity. Only then may they be brought back into 
the Temple courtyard for the appropriate treatments. 
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As is the sin offering, so is the guilt offering; there is one law for 
them; the priest that effects atonement with it, he shall have it 
to himself. 

(Leviticus 7:7) 


And of it he shall present one out of each offering for a gift unto 
the Lord; it shall be the priest's that sprinkles the blood of the 
peace offering against the altar. 

(Leviticus 7:14) 


And Aaron spoke unto Moses: Behold, today have they sacri- 
ficed their sin offering and their burnt offering before the Lord, 
and there have befallen me such things as these; and if I had 
consumed the sin offering today, would it have been good in the 
eyes of the Lord? 

(Leviticus 10:19) 


And the bull of the sin offering, and the goat of the sin offering, 
whose blood was brought in to make atonement in the Sanctuary, 
they shall be carried forth outside the camp; and they shall burn 
in the fire their hides, and their flesh, and their dung. And he who 
burns them shall wash his garments, and bathe his flesh in water, 
and afterward he may come into the camp. 


(Leviticus 16:27-28) 


This chapter addresses two main topics: The portions of offerings that priests acquire, 
and the halakhot of sin offerings of bulls and goats that are burned, of which the 
priests have no portion. 


For almost all offerings, the priests receive a portion of meat, which they and their 
families may consume. On the one hand, the Torah grants the priest who sacrifices 
an offering the right to the priestly portion. On the other hand, it is agreed that all 
the priests of the patrilineal family serving in the Temple that day receive a share in 
the portions of that day’s offerings. This chapter attempts to resolve this tension by 
discussing which priests have a right to receive a share of sacrificial meat. Do priests 
who may not serve at the time of the offering due to various disqualifications receive 
a share? For this purpose, does the halakha distinguish between a permanent dis- 
qualification, e.g., a blemish, and a temporary one, such as ritual impurity or acute 
mourning? Does a priest’s right to a share of the meat depend on his being fit to 
partake of it at the time, or may he receive a share at that time that he will be able 
to partake of only later, e.g., when he will become pure? These discussions lead to a 
lengthy analysis of the disqualifications of priests, both from serving in the Temple 
and from partaking of sacrificial meat. This analysis deals mainly with the various 
principles of acute mourning for priests, by both Torah law and rabbinic law. 


Just as a priest who sacrifices an offering has a right to those portions that are eaten, 
the Torah also states that he has a right to the hide of a burnt offering. This principle 
raises several questions, e.g., whether it applies only to burnt offerings, or to other 
offerings as well. The Gemara also examines the relationship between a priest’s right 
to the meat, the consumption of which is part of an offering’s mitzva, and his right 
to the hide, which becomes his personal property. If an offering is disqualified and 
its flesh cannot be burned on the altar, do the priests still have a right to the hide? 


The second part of the chapter discusses offerings from which the priests receive 
neither meat nor hide, namely, those sin offerings whose blood is sprinkled on 
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the inner altar. These sin offerings are known as bulls and goats that are burned, 
because the Torah states that their flesh and hides must be burned “outside the 
camp.’ Various questions arise in this context, e.g., what is considered to be outside 
the camp, and whether the word camp refers to the camp of the Tabernacle or the 
camp of the Israelites. As well, the Gemara must determine if there is a designated 
place for the burning of these offerings, and what happens if they are disqualified. 


The Torah also states that the priests who burn these sin offerings render their 
garments ritually impure. The Gemara discusses questions that follow from this 
principle: From what point do the sin offerings cause impurity, and at what point 
do they no longer cause impurity? Is the priest who burns the offering the only 
one who renders his garments impure, or do other priests who are involved with 
sacrificing the offering render their garments impure as well? The details of this 
impurity are the primary subject of the second part of the chapter. 
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MI SHNA“ priest who was ritually impure who 


immersed that day™ and is waiting for 
nightfall for the purification process to be completed, and a priest 
who has not yet brought an atonement offering’ to complete 
the purification process, e.g., a zav and a leper who did not bring 
their requisite atonement offerings, who are not yet permitted to 
partake of sacrificial meat, do not receive a share of sacrificial 
meat along with the other members of the patrilineal priestly 
family serving in the Temple that day, in order to partake of it in 
the evening after the offerings were sacrificed, even though after 
nightfall he would be permitted to partake of the offerings. 


A priest who is an acute mourner,' i.e., if one of his relatives for 
whom he is obligated to mourn died that day, is permitted to 
touch sacrificial meat," as he is not ritually impure. But he may 
not sacrifice offerings," and he does not receive a share" of 
sacrificial meat in order to partake of it in the evening. 


Blemished priests, whether they are temporarily blemished or 
whether they are permanently blemished, receive a share and 
partake" of the offerings with their priestly brethren, but do not 
sacrifice" the offerings. 


The principle is: Any priest who is unfit for the service" that 
specific day does not receive a share of the sacrificial meat, and 
anyone who has no share of the meat has no share in the hides" 
of the animals, to which the priests are entitled as well. 


Even if the priest was ritually impure only at the time of the 
sprinkling of the blood" of the offering and he was pure at the 
time of the burning of the fats" of that offering, he still does not 
receive a share of the meat, as it is stated: “He that sacrifices 
the blood of the peace offerings and the fat, from among the 
sons of Aaron, shall have the right thigh for a portion” (Leviti- 
cus 7:33). One who cannot sprinkle the blood does not receive a 
share in the meat. 


HALAKHA 


A priest who immersed that day, etc. - 151 Di’ Tav: A priest 
who immersed that day and a priest who has not yet brought 
an atonement offering do not receive a share of sacrificial meat 
o partake of it in the evening (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Ma'aseh HaKorbanot 10:19). 


An acute mourner is permitted to touch — wai pX: By rabbinic 
aw, when an ordinary priest finishes a period of acute mourn- 
ing, he must immerse before partaking of sacrificial meat, in 
case his mind was distracted from avoiding ritual impurity. It is 
permitted for him to touch sacrificial meat before he immerses, 
as the Sages restricted him only with regard to partaking and 
not with regard to contact (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear 
Avot HaTumot 12:15). 


An acute mourner...may not sacrifice offerings — iY¥...pix 
ayypi: If an ordinary priest was in the Temple performing the 
service, and he heard that a relative for whom he must mourn 
had died, he must stop serving, though he need not leave the 
Temple. If he continued to perform the service, his service is not 
valid. The High Priest performs the service even when he is an 
acute mourner (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 
2:6-7). 


An acute mourner...does not receive a share - phin idy... iN: 
It is prohibited by Torah law for an acute mourner to partake of 
sacrificial meat on the day of his relative's death, whether he is 
an ordinary priest or a High Priest. Therefore, he does not receive 
a share of the sacrificial meat to partake of it in the evening 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 2:8 and Hilkhot 
Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot10:19). 


Blemished priests... .receive a share and partake — ...;"7a172 bya 
Phin) ppdin: A blemished priest, whether he has a temporary 
or permanent blemish, and whether he was born with the 
blemish or it developed later, may receive a share and partake 
of sacrificial meat. If a priest is impure, he does not receive a 
share of the meat to partake of it in the evening (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 10:17 and Hilkhot Biat 
HaMikdash 6:12). 


Blemished priests...do not sacrifice - pyp xb. pin bya: 
It is prohibited for a blemished priest, even with a temporary 
blemish, to perform the Temple service. If he served, his service 
is not valid and he receives lashes (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Biat HaMikdash 6:1-2). 


Any priest who is unfit for the service — aad IKIP bs: 
A priest who is fit for Temple service at the time an offering is 
sacrificed receives a share of the sacrificial meat. A priest who 
is unfit has no share, with the exception of a blemished priest 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 10:14, 20). 


Anyone who has no share of the meat has no share in the 
hides - njiya b px waa b pxw bs: A priest who receives no 
share in the meat of an offering receives no share in the hides 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 10:21). 


Even if the priest was ritually impure at the time of the 
sprinkling of the blood - mat npr nywa xnav tons: Ifa 
priest was ritually impure at the time the blood was sprinkled, 
then even if he was pure at the time the fats were burned, he 
receives no share of the meat (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 10:21). 
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BACKGROUND 


Acute mourner — }2i: The period of acute mourning is 
observed on the day of the death of a spouse, parent, child, 
or sibling. The mourner is exempt from all positive mitzvot 
from the time of the death of the close relative until after 
the burial. At that point his status changes from that of an 
acute mourner to that of a mourner. 


NOTES 


A priest who immersed that day, etc. - ^3) Di’ Diay: 
A priest who immersed that day, a priest who has not yet 
brought an atonement offering, an acute mourner, and 
a blemished priest are all unfit for the Temple service, as 
is taught in a mishna (15b). It is also prohibited for priests 
in two of these categories, one who immersed that day 
and one who has not yet brought an atonement offering, 
to touch sacrificial meat, because they are ritually impure. 


A priest who has not yet brought an atonement 
offering - oS Wma: By Torah law, one who has not 
yet brought an atonement offering may partake of sacri- 
ficial meat as soon as his offering is offered on the eighth 
day, as the Torah states with regard to a woman after child- 
birth (see Leviticus 12:8 and Yevamot 74b). By rabbinic law, 
he must immerse before partaking of sacrificial meat (see 
Hagiga 21a). 

Tosafot discuss at length the phrasing in the mishna: In 
order to partake of it in the evening after the offerings were 
sacrificed, which seems to indicate that even after his offer- 
ing was brought, the priest may not partake of sacrificia 
meat until the evening. While the Sages did require waiting 
until sunset in other cases where they required immersion, 
e.g., one who is impure by rabbinic law, Tosafot conclude 
that in this case, the one who brought his atonemen 
offering does not need to wait until sunset. The mishna 
specifies the evening only with regard to the previous case, 
one who immersed that day, who must wait until sunse 
before partaking of sacrificial meat. 

Others explain that the mishna means that even one 
whose atonement offering is sacrificed must wait unti 
evening before partaking of sacrificial meat. They explain 
that since he gives the money for his offering to the pries 
and does not know precisely when it will be sacrificed, he 
must wait until the evening, or at least until the afternoon 
daily offering is sacrificed, which is the last offering of the 
day (Tiferet Yisrael, citing Pesahim 90b). 

The Birkat HaZevah explains that because the Sages 
required one whose atonement offering is sacrificed to 
immerse, he may not receive a share of the sacrificial 
meat until he immerses. The Panim Meirot disagrees, and 
holds that because he is fit by Torah law to partake of 
the sacrificial meat as soon as his offering is sacrificed, he 
may receive a share of the sacrificial meat even before he 
immerses. Tosefot Rabbi Akiva Eiger concurs. 


Pure at the time of the burning of the fats - nywa win 
vn wp: Most of the burning of the fats takes place 
during the ‘night, at which time one who immersed that 
day or one whose atonement offering was brought is fully 
pure (Rashi). 
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NOTES 
All the priests of the priestly watch - nyawa 77) 
aaa: In practice, the sacrificial meat would be shared 
not by the entire watch, but by the family that per- 
formed the service that day. 
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G E M ARAĄA™ mishna teaches that a priest who 


is unfit for the Temple service does not 
receive a share of the sacrificial meat. The Gemara asks: From 
where are these matters derived? Reish Lakish said: It is 
derived from a verse, as the verse states about a sin offering: 
“The priest who effects atonement shall eat it; in a sacred place 
shall it be eaten, in the court of the Tent of Meeting” (Leviticus 
6:19). This teaches that only a priest who effects atonement 
by performing the rites of the offering shall partake of its meat, 
but a priest who does not effect atonement does not partake 
of its meat. 


The Gemara challenges: And is this an established principle? 
But there are all the priests of the priestly watch" of that week 
in the Temple, who do not effect atonement for that offering, 
because the blood of a specific sin offering is presented by just 
one priest, and yet they all partake of its meat. The Gemara 
explains: We mean to say that any priest who is fit for effecting 
atonement may partake of it, even one who did not participate 
in the service. 


The Gemara objects: But there is the case of a minor, who is 
unfit for effecting atonement, and who nevertheless partakes 
of sacrificial meat. The Gemara explains: Rather, what is meant 
by the term: “Shall eat it”? It means that he shall receive a 
share of it. The halakha is therefore that a priest who is fit for 
effecting atonement receives a share of the meat," but a priest 
who is unfit for effecting atonement does not receive a share 
of the meat. Minors do not receive a share, though they may 
partake of meat given to them by others. 


The Gemara objects: But there is a blemished priest, who is 
unfit for effecting atonement, and yet he receives a share of 
its meat. The Gemara replies: The Merciful One included a 
blemished priest" as an exception, as the verse that states: 
“Every male among the priests shall eat it” (Leviticus 6:22), 
serves to include a blemished priest. 


” 


The Gemara suggests: But say that the phrase “every male 
serves to include one who immersed that day, teaching that 
he may also receive a share in the sacrificial meat. Why should 
it be understood as referring specifically to a blemished priest? 
The Gemara replies: It stands to reason that the Torah should 
include a blemished priest for receiving his own share of the 
meat, because he may partake of sacrificial meat in any event. 
By contrast, one who immersed that day is impure and may not 
touch or partake of sacrificial meat. 


The Gemara rejects this: On the contrary, the Torah should 
include one who immersed that day, because, unlike a blem- 
ished priest, in the evening he will be fit to perform the service. 
The Gemara replies: Now, in any event, the one who immersed 
himself is not fit. 


HALAKHA 


A priest who is fit for effecting atonement receives a share of The Merciful One included a blemished priest — x37 Ova bya 
the meat - phin nony »K7; The verse states with regard toa sin 27: Any priest who is unfit to serve is also unfit to partake of 
offering: “The priest who effects atonement shall eat it” teaching sacrificial meat, except for blemished priests, who are permit- 
that only a priest who is fit for service receives a share of the meat. ted explicitly in the Torah (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
A priest who is not fit at the time of the service, e.g., because heis  HaKorbanot 10:20, and see 10:17). 

impure, does not receive a share of the meat, even if he will be fit 

in the evening (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 


10:14). 


202 ZEVAHIM ' PEREK XII: 99A ` VY 97 3” P15 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


- TDK OKA 130 X ADP 17 
wa Papon” Km sinsd map 
= yab MNCL Ap pow pie 
pin ix- mbox ANTIK 7 odin 


weap KIN oa bys wpb wa 
KAT in KYT p> tb one m0 
bya ban xoy % TANID Kb- ma) 
pin - moran NT: seat ix on 

opin: ix- nova nK RY 


279 ing T yaw NA 3 TN 
yea neu NI apn yaw ap 
Aga yaw 


DY Map KAY tOywie IYI 
memo” ass N 215 pwe aig 
IN NNT BMI 12D NT NIT TX 
KIPRU bin- Hyb ANT by 

opbin ivy- Tob 


Dp i ae vee KH RVI VIN 


pya: eee NI ayn yw op 
Aga yaw 


Rav Yosef said another explanation: Now what is meant by the 
term: “Shall eat it”? It means: He shall receive a share of it. But if 
so, let the Merciful One write: Shall receive a share of it. What is 
the reason for writing: “Shall eat it”? Learn from it that only a priest 
who is fit for partaking of sacrificial meat, which includes a blem- 
ished priest, receives a share in the meat;" but a priest who is not 
fit for partaking of sacrificial meat, e.g., one who immersed that day, 
does not receive a share in the meat. 


§ Reish Lakish raises a dilemma: If a priest is blemished and he 
is impure," what is the halakha? Must the other priests give him a 
share of the meat? Perhaps we say that since he is not fit to perform 
the rite as a blemished priest and nevertheless the Merciful One 
included him to receive a share in the meat, there is no difference: 
What is the difference to me if he is impure, and what is the differ- 
ence to me ifhe is only blemished? In any event he is not fit, yet the 
Torah allows him to receive a share in the meat. Or perhaps he may 
not receive a share in the meat, because only a priest who is fit for 
partaking of sacrificial meat receives a share of the meat, but a 
priest who is not fit for partaking of sacrificial meat does not 
receive a share of the meat. 


Rabba said: Come and hear a resolution to this dilemma from a 
baraita: If a High Priest is serving in the Temple and one of his 
immediate relatives dies, he sacrifices offerings even as an acute 
mourner." But he does not partake of sacrificial meat, and he does 
not receive a share to partake of it in the evening. Conclude from 
the baraita that in order for the priest to receive a share in sacrificial 
meat, we require that he be fit for partaking of it, and accordingly, 
a blemished priest who is impure does not receive a share. The 
Gemara affirms: Conclude from the baraita that this is so. 


§ Rav Oshaya raises a dilemma: Ifa priest is impure, then ina case 
of communal offerings," which may be offered by an impure priest, 
what is the halakha? Do the other priests give him a share of the 
meat, so that he may partake of it in the evening when he becomes 
pure? Do we say that the Merciful One states: “The priest who 
effects atonement,’ and therefore any priest who is fit for effecting 
atonement receives a share, as derived earlier, and this priest is also 
one who may effect atonement, since this is a communal offering? 
Or perhaps he may not, due to the principle that only a priest who 
is fit for partaking of sacrificial meat receives a share of the meat, 
but a priest who is unfit for partaking of sacrificial meat does not 
receive a share. 


Ravina said: Come and hear a resolution to this dilemma from a 
baraita: Ifa High Priest is serving in the Temple and one of his rela- 
tives dies, he sacrifices offerings even as an acute mourner, but he 
does not partake of sacrificial meat and he does not receive a share 
of it to partake in the evening. Conclude from the baraita that in 
order for a priest to receive a share in sacrificial meat, we require 
that he be fit for partaking of it at the time of the service, without 
regard to whether he can perform the service. The Gemara affirms: 
Conclude from the baraita that this is so. 


HALAKHA 


A priest who is fit for partaking of sacrificial meat receives a 
share in the meat — phin Toran +x; Any priest who is fit to 
partake of sacrificial meat at the time of the sacrifice receives 
a share of the meat. But any priest who is unfit to partake of 
sacrificial meat at the time of the sacrifice, even if he is fit for the 
service, or even if he will be fit to partake in the evening, does not 
receive a share of the meat (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HaKorbanot 10:19). 


A priest is blemished and he is impure — Xap Xm OV bya: 
A blemished priest shares and partakes of sacrificial meat. But if 
he is impure, he does not receive a share of the meat to partake 
of it in the evening, in accordance with the statement of Rabba 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 10:17). 


A High Priest sacrifices the offerings even as an acute mourner, 
etc. = 131 aie IPI bin }m>: A High Priest serves in the Temple 
when he is an acute mourner, but it is prohibited for him to par- 
take of sacrificial meat, and he does not receive a share of the 
meat to partake of it in the evening (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Biat HaMikdash 2:8). 


If a priest is impure in a case of communal offerings - xav 
{awy Mapa: When a communal offering is brought in a state 
of impurity, impure priests may sacrifice it but do not receive 
a share of the sacrificial meat to partake of it in the evening, in 
accordance with the statement of Ravina (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 10:23). 
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HALAKHA 


An acute mourner and one who has not yet brought 
an atonement offering require immersion — 19m2 jix 
Tya DD wya: An acute mourner whose period of 
acute mourning has ended and one whose atonement 
offering was brought on that day must immerse before 
they may partake of sacrificial food. The reason is that 
they may not have been careful to avoid impurity while 
sacrificial food was forbidden to them. Nevertheless, they 
may partake of teruma even before they immerse (Ram- 
bam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 12:15). 


NOTES 


That case in Hagiga is one where he was distracted — 
APAYANDNT XT NWD xb: Rashi's version of the text intro- 
duces this answer with the word rather. Accordingly, the 
Gemara rejects Rabbi Yohanan’s resolution of the two 
mishnayot, that the difference between them is whether 
or not the mourner had immersed, and now presents a 
different distinction between the cases. Tosafot have the 
standard version of the text, which does not include the 
term rather. Accordingly, the Gemara explains that one's 
status of acute mourning returns after immersion only if 
he was distracted, and the discussion continues accord- 
ing to this understanding (see Hok Natan). 


From anything that would render me impure - 7373 
Nava: The distinction is between items that render a 
person impure to the degree that he now renders others 
impure through contact, and items that render a person 
unfit, meaning that he may not partake of sacrificial meat, 
even though he does not render others impure. 

According to Rashi, Rabbi Yirmeya answers the first 
challenge: Doesn't one who was distracted from avoid- 
ing contracting impurity imparted by the carcass of a 
creeping animal need both immersion and sunset? Rabbi 
Yirmeya answers that this person was distracted only 
from becoming unfit by rabbinic law, which requires 
only immersion and not sunset. This does not address 
the Gemara’s second challenge, that contact with teruma 
is also prohibited. 

Tosafot suggest that the text should read: | safe- 
guarded myself from anything that would render me 
unfit for touching teruma, but not from anything that 
would render me unfit for touching sacrificial meat. This 
would apply to third-degree impurity, which disqualifies 
sacrificial meat, but not teruma (see Hagiga 20b). 
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§ The mishna teaches: A priest who is an acute mourner is 
permitted to touch sacrificial meat, but he may not sacrifice 
offerings. The Gemara asks: Is it in fact permitted for an acute 
mourner to touch sacrificial meat? And the Gemara raises a 
contradiction from another mishna (Hagiga 21a): An acute 
mourner and one who has not yet brought an atonement offer- 
ing, even after their respective disqualifications have expired, 
require immersion" in order to eat sacrificial food. According 
to that mishna, an acute mourner who did not immerse may not 
touch sacrificial meat. 


Rabbi Ami said that Rabbi Yohanan said: This is not difficult. 
Here, the ruling of the mishna is stated with regard to a case 
where the mourner immersed during his day of acute mourning. 
This is why he is permitted to touch the sacrificial meat. There, 
the ruling of the mishna in tractate Hagiga is stated with regard 
to a case where the mourner did not immerse. 


The Gemara asks: And even if he immersed, what of it? 
But doesn’t his acute mourning return to him? As Rabba, 
son of Rav Huna, says: In a case of an acute mourner who 
immersed during his day of his acute mourning, his acute 
mourning returns to him. 


The Gemara answers: This is not difficult. That case, in tractate 
Hagiga, is one where he was distracted" from safeguarding his 
state of purity, so he may not touch sacrificial meat in the event 
that he is impure. This case, in the mishna here, is one where he 
was not distracted. 


The Gemara counters: If the mishna in tractate Hagiga is discuss- 
ing a case of distraction, then his status is like that of one who 
contracted ritual impurity imparted by a corpse, who requires 
sprinkling with water of purification on the third and seventh 
days of his impurity. As Rabbi Yustai, son of Rabbi Matun, says 
that Rabbi Yohanan says: One who experienced a distraction 
requires sprinkling with water of purification on the third and 
seventh days. 


The Gemara responds: This is not difficult. That statement, that 
he requires sprinkling, is discussing a case where he was dis- 
tracted and careless about contracting impurity imparted by a 

corpse. This mishna in tractate Hagiga, stating that he requires 

immersion but not sprinkling, is discussing a case where he was 

distracted and careless about contracting impurity imparted by 
the carcass of a creeping animal." 


The Gemara counters: One who was careless about becoming 
impure due to the carcass of a creeping animal is fully impure, 
and so he requires not only immersion to become pure, but he 
also requires sunset. And furthermore, if the mishna in tractate 
Hagiga is discussing this case, the mourner should be prohibited 
from touching even teruma, not just sacrificial meat. Why does 
the mishna mention only the latter? 


Rabbi Yirmeya said: The mishna is discussing a case where he 
says: I safeguarded myself from anything that would render 
me impure," so I am certain that I did not contract impurity 
that requires waiting until sunset; but I did not safeguard my- 
self from anything that would render me unfit for touching 
sacrificial meat. 


Where he was distracted, etc. -= 3) MAYI MDX NT: If one 
was distracted from safeguarding his purity for the purpose of 
partaking of teruma, and all the more so for partaking of sacrificial 
food, then he is considered impure. He must immerse before he 
partakes, but need not wait until sunset. If one was distracted 


from safeguarding himself from contracting impurity imparted 
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HALAKHA 


by a corpse, and he does not know for certain that he is pure, 
then he must be sprinkled with water of purification on the 
third and seventh days of his impurity. If one was distracted 
from safeguarding himself from other forms of impurity, he must 
immerse and wait for sunset (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She'ar 
Avot Halumot 13:3). 
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The Gemara asks: But is there such a concept of partial care, 
that one can claim to have safeguarded himself from one form 
of impurity but not another? The Gemara answers: Yes, and it 
is taught in a baraita: If one was carrying a basket, and the basket 
was still on his head, 


and a shovel’ was in the basket, and he said: I am minding 
the basket," that it not become impure, but I am not minding 
the shovel, then the basket is pure, and the shovel is impure. 


The Gemara challenges the ruling of the baraita: But wouldn't 
the shovel render the basket impure? The Gemara answers: 
There is a principle that a vessel does not render another vessel 
ritually impure. The Gemara challenges: But wouldn't the 
shovel render that which is in the basket, e.g., figs, impure? 
Rava said: The case is where he says: I safeguarded it," the 
shovel, from anything that would allow it to render another 
item impure, but I did not safeguard it from anything that 
would render it itself unfit," i.e., impure. 


The Gemara returns to discuss the contradiction between the 
mishna, which permits an acute mourner to touch sacrificial 
meat, and the mishna in tractate Hagiga, which requires him 
to immerse. The Gemara relates: The matter circulated and 
came before Rabbi Abba bar Memel. He said to the Sages 
before him: Have they not heard that which Rabbi Yohanan 
says that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: One who partakes of 
teruma that has third-degree impurity," i.e., teruma disqualified 
through contact with an item with second-degree impurity, is 
prohibited from partaking of teruma, but permitted to touch 
teruma. 


Rabbi Abba bar Memel continued: Apparently, in a case 
of partaking, the Sages imposed a higher standard, whereas 
in a case of touching, the Sages did not impose a higher 
standard." Similarly, in a case of an acute mourner, the Sages 
require him to immerse before he may partake of sacrificial meat, 
as taught in tractate Hagiga, but they do not impose this standard 
for touching the meat, as taught in the mishna here. 


§ The mishna teaches with regard to an acute mourner: And he 
does not receive a share of sacrificial meat in order to partake 
of it in the evening. The Gemara comments: The mishna indi- 
cates only that he may not receive a share of the meat, but when 
other priests invite him to join in their portions, he may partake 
of them in the evening. 


NOTES 


| safeguarded it - maya: The commentary here follows the 
interpretation of Rashi, who explains that when the person says: 
| safeguarded it [shemartiha], he is referring to safeguarding the 
shovel. Rava therefore explains why the contents of the basket 
remain pure. 

The Rambam understands that when the person says: | safe- 
guarded it from anything that would allow it to render another 
item impure, the word: It, refers to the teruma inside the basket. 
In other words, the shovel does render the teruma inside unfit, 
but does not cause it to transmit impurity. Rava’s answer to 
the Gemara's challenge is that the baraita discusses impurity 


alone; and since the unfit teruma does not transmit impurity, the 
baraita does not address it (Kesef Mishne). 


But | did not safeguard it from anything that would render it 
unfit - ^2) Apia va payag Kh: When the baraita states 
that the shovel is impure, it means itis unfit for use with sacrificial 
food ab initio, even though it does not transmit impurity (Rashi; 
see Shita Mekubbetzet). In tractate Hagiga (20a), Rashi explains 
that the only consequence of a vessel becoming unfit is that any 
food that adheres to it also becomes unfit. 
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BACKGROUND 
Shovel — 15°37: A number of tools are referred to as shov- 
els. When associated with a basket, this is a wood or metal 
tool with a long handle and wide head used for raking clay. 
A common secondary use was raking dried figs (Rashi). 


HALAKHA 


lam minding the basket, etc. — arbor by sab: Ifa person 
had a basket on his shoulder, and there was a shovel in 
the basket, and he said: | safeguarded the shovel from any- 
thing that would render it impure, but | did not safeguard 
it from anything that would render it unfit, then the basket 
is pure and the shovel is impure. The shovel renders any 
teruma in the basket unfit. This is in accordance with Rava's 
explanation of the baraita (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 13:6). 


One who partakes of teruma that has third-degree 
impurity — mana bw why bina: If one partakes of 
teruma, or non-sacred food that one is accustomed to 
keep pure like teruma, when that food has third-degree 
impurity, then it is prohibited for him to partake of teruma 
until he immerses. It is permitted for him to touch teruma, 
and any teruma that he touches remains pure, because 
the Sages imposed a higher standard only with regard 
to partaking. This is in accordance with the statement of 
Rabbi Yohanan, as explained by Rabbi Abba bar Memel 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 11:11). 


In a case of partaking the Sages imposed a higher 
standard, etc. -^9 Moy par nay nyaga: In the cases 
of an acute mourner whose period of acute mourning 
has ended, and one who brought an atonement offering, 
although the Sages required them to immerse before 
partaking of sacrificial meat, the Sages did not impose 
this higher standard with regard to touching sacrificial 
meat. This is in accordance with the statement of Rabbi 
Abba bar Memel. Although the Gemara states this only 
with regard to an acute mourner, the Rambam applies this 
halakha to the case of one who has not yet brought an 
atonement offering, as the two cases are taught together 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 2:8 and Kesef 
Mishne there). 
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BACKGROUND 


Paschal offering — mba: The Torah commands that 
all adult Jews bring an offering to the Temple on the 
afternoon of the fourteenth of Nisan to be consumed 
that evening after nightfall. The Paschal offering, 
which may be a male lamb or goat in its first year 
(see Exodus, chapter 12, and Deuteronomy 16:2), is 
an offering of lesser sanctity and may be slaughtered 
anywhere within the Temple courtyard. Its blood 
is poured on the base of the altar. It is brought by 
groups of individuals acting in partnership, and 
some of its halakhot resemble those of the com- 
munal offerings; for example, it is sacrificed even on 
Shabbat or when the majority of the community is 
in a state of ritual impurity. 


Pilgrims carrying their Paschal offerings after slaughter 


HALAKHA 


An acute mourner immerses and partakes of his 
Paschal offering — inba ms bai baw pix: Just as 
it is prohibited by Torah law for an acute mourner 
to partake of sacrificial meat on the day of his rela- 
tive’s death, it is prohibited by rabbinic law for him to 
partake of sacrificial meat the following night. Never- 
theless, he may immerse and partake of the Paschal 
offering at night, as the Sages did not institute a 
decree in the case of an obligation whose neglect is 
punished by karet (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat 
HaMikdash 2:8 and Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban 
Pesah 6:9). 


His relative died on the thirteenth day of Nisan - 
wy nywa na b nn: One whose relative died and 

was buried the following day is an acute mourner on 

the day of burial by rabbinic law. He may not sacrifice 

or partake of sacred offerings. He immerses and par- 
takes of sacrificial meat in the evening, whether from 

the Paschal offering or other offerings, in accordance 

with the opinion of the Rabbis on 100b and Rav Asi 

(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 2:10 

and Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 6:9). 


Acute mourning at night is by rabbinic law — m» 
pawn ay: One whose relative died is an acute 
mourner by Torah law only on the day of the death, 
and the following night he is an acute mourner by 
rabbinic law. The halakha is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Shimon, because Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi (100b) and the unattributed opinion in 
tractate Pesahim (91b) hold in accordance with his 
opinion (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMik- 
dash 2:9). 


An acute mourner does not send his offerings 
to the Temple to be sacrificed — mown IX pix 
viaa: A mourner does not send offerings to the 
Temple during the seven-day mourning period, even 
voluntary offerings of wine, wood, or frankincense 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 2:11). 
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Know that this so, as they said, etc. — 1D) Wa% I ym: 
Rabbi Shimon cites the mishna from Pesahim 91a to support 
his opinion in his dispute with Rabbi Yehuda. Rabbi Yehuda 


NOTES 


And the Gemara raises a contradiction from a mishna (Pesahim 
91b): An acute mourner immerses and partakes of his Paschal 
offering’ in the evening, but he may not partake of other 
sacrificial meat. 


Rav Yirmeya of Difti said: This is not difficult. Here, the ruling 
of the mishna is stated with regard to the first night of Passover, 
whereas there, in tractate Pesahim, the ruling of the mishna is stated 
with regard to the rest of the days of the year. 


What is the reason for the distinction between the two? On the 
first night of Passover, since he partakes of the Paschal offering, 
he may also partake of other sacrificial meat. But on the rest of 
the days of the year, when he is unfit to partake of sacrificial meat, 
he is unfit. And what does the mishna in Pesahim mean when it 
states: But he may not partake of other sacrificial meat? It means: 
But he may not partake of sacrificial meat of all of the rest of the 
year, other than the first night of Passover. 


Rav Asi said there is a different resolution to the contradiction 
between the mishnayot: This is not difficult. Here, in the ruling of 
the mishna in tractate Pesahim, which prohibits an acute mourner 
from partaking of sacrificial meat, it is referring to a case where his 
relative died on the fourteenth day of Nisan, and he buried him 
on the fourteenth itself, in which case he is still considered an acute 
mourner by rabbinic law that evening. There, in the ruling of the 
mishna in this chapter, it is referring to a case where his relative 
died on the thirteenth of Nisan," and he buried him on the four- 
teenth of Nisan. The reason the mourner may partake is that since 
the day of burial is not the day of death, it does not take hold of 
its following night by rabbinic law. 


The Gemara clarifies: Who is the tanna who taught that acute 
mourning the following night is by rabbinic law," as opposed to 
by Torah law? This is the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, as it is taught 
in a baraita: Acute mourning at night is by Torah law; this is the 
statement of Rabbi Yehuda. Rabbi Shimon says: His status as an 
acute mourner at night is not by Torah law, but by rabbinic law. 
Know that this so, as the Sages said: An acute mourner immerses 
and partakes of his Paschal offering in the evening, but he may 
still not partake of other sacrificial meat. If acute mourning at 
night were by Torah law, he would not be permitted to partake of 
the Paschal offering. 


The Gemara asks: And does Rabbi Shimon hold that acute mourn- 
ing at night is by rabbinic law and that consequently an acute 
mourner partakes of his Paschal offering in the evening? But isn’t 
it taught in a baraita: Rabbi Shimon says: An acute mourner does 
not send his offerings" to the Temple to be sacrificed? What, is it 
not referring even to a Paschal offering? The Gemara rejects this: 
No, the baraita is referring to all offerings other than a Paschal 
offering. 


The Gemara counters: But isn’t it taught in a baraita: With regard 
to the verse: “And if his offering be a sacrifice of peace offerings 
[shelamim]” (Leviticus 3:1), Rabbi Shimon says: The offering is 
called shelamim to teach that when a person is whole [shalem]," 
i.e, in a state of contentment, he brings his offering, but he does 
not bring it when he is an acute mourner. From where is it derived 
to include that an acute mourner does not bring even a thanks 
offering? I include the thanks offering because it is consumed in 
a state of joy, like a peace offering. 


Panim Meirot and Sefat Emet). 


holds that the halakha does not accord with that mishna. 


Alternatively, Rabbi Yehuda may explain that although acute 
mourning at night is by Torah law, the obligation of the Paschal 
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offering overrides it, as neglecting the Paschal offering carries 
the punishment of karet, excision from the World-to-Come (see 


When a person is whole — bw Kymo: Rashi explains in trac- 
tate Moed Katan (15b) that this means a person must have a 


settled mind. The Shita Mekubbetzet there explains that it means 
a person's family must be whole, i.e., a relative has not recently 
died. The text in Moed Katan, and more explicitly in the Tosefta, 
teaches Rabbi Shimon's statement not just with regard to the 
time of acute mourning, but also for the seven-day period of 
mourning. 
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From where is it derived that the verse also serves to include a 
burnt offering? I include the burnt offering because it comes as 
a vow offering and as a gift offering, like a peace offering. From 
where is it derived that the verse also serves to include a firstborn 
offering, and an animal tithe offering, and a Paschal offering, 
which are not brought voluntarily? I include a firstborn offering, 
and an animal tithe offering, and a Paschal offering, because they 
too, like a peace offering, do not come to atone for a sin. From 
where is it derived to include a sin offering and a guilt offering, 
which atone for sins? The verse states: “And if his offering be a 
sacrifice [zevah] of peace offerings,” which teaches that an acute 
mourner may not sacrifice any slaughtered offering [zevah]. 


From where is it derived to include even the bird offerings, and 

the meal offerings, and the wine, and the wood, and the frank- 
incense brought for the Temple service? The verse states: “And if 
his offering be a sacrifice of peace offerings [shelamim korbano],” 
teaching that for all offerings [korbanot] that a person brings, he 

brings them when he is whole [shalem], but he does not bring 

them when he is an acute mourner. 


The Gemara explains: In any event, Rabbi Shimon teaches that it 
is prohibited for an acute mourner to bring a Paschal offering, 
even though he will cease to be an acute mourner that night; this 
contradicts the first baraita. 


Rav Hisda said: The latter baraita mentions a Paschal offering for 
no purpose. In other words, the halakha that an acute mourner 
does not bring an offering does not actually apply to a Paschal 
offering, and the baraita mentions it only out of habit, since a 
firstborn-animal offering, the animal tithe offering, and a Paschal 
offering are frequently mentioned together. 


Rav Sheshet said: What is meant in this baraita by the term: Pas- 
chal offering? It is referring to the peace offerings of Passover," 
i.e., the peace offering that is sacrificed along with the Paschal 
offering. The Gemara objects: If so, that is the same as a peace 
offering, which Rabbi Shimon already mentioned. The Gemara 
answers: He taught the halakha with regard to peace offerings that 
come on account of the Paschal offering, and he taught sepa- 
rately the halakha with regard to peace offerings that come on 
their own account. 


The Gemara explains: Rabbi Shimon needed to teach both cases 
explicitly, because if he did not teach the halakha with regard to 
peace offerings that come on account of the Paschal offering, 
it would enter your mind to say: Since they come on account 
of the Paschal offering, they are considered like the Paschal 
offering itself, and the acute mourner offers them as well. There- 
fore, Rabbi Shimon teaches us that these peace offerings are also 
forbidden to an acute mourner. 


Rav Mari said a different resolution to the contradiction between 
the statements of Rabbi Shimon: 


NOTES 


The peace offerings of Passover - mba bw: Rashi here explains 
that this refers to peace offerings that were brought with the 
Paschal offering. Large groups of people sharing a Paschal offering 
would fulfill their obligation of consuming it on a full stomach by 
partaking of meat of peace offerings first (see Pesahim 70a). Rashi 
in tractate Rosh HaShana (5a) explains that this refers to an offering 
that was set aside as a Paschal offering but was ultimately no 
for that purpose, which is brought as a peace offering. 


Pilgrims in Jerusalem partaking of a peace offering and Paschal offering 


used 
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Perek XII 
Daf1oo Amuda 


HALAKHA 
Where his relative died before midday, etc. - naw 
"a1 nis otip: A Paschal offering is slaughtered for an 
acute mourner, and he partakes of it in the evening. 
This is the halakha when his relative died after midday 
on the fourteenth of Nisan, since the acute mourner 
had already become obligated to fulfill the mitzva of 


the Paschal offering. But if his relative died before mid- 


day, a Paschal offering is not slaughtered for him, and 
he fulfills the mitzva with the second Pesah, one month 
later on the fourteenth of lyyar. This is in accordance 
with the opinion of Abaye (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Korban Pesah 6:9). 


If he did not want to do so, others must render him 
impure against his will — i13 by ini pava ayb: 
A priest must become impure to bury his deceased 
wife, even if he does not want to do so. This obligation 
is by rabbinic law (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Evel 
2:7; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 373:3-4). 
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It is not difficult. Here, in the baraita where Rabbi Shimon holds 
an acute mourner may not send a Paschal offering, since acute 
mourning at night is by Torah law, it is referring to a case where his 
relative died on the fourteenth day of Nisan and he buried him 
on the fourteenth itself. There, the ruling in the mishna in tractate 
Pesahim, which teaches that an acute mourner immerses and par- 
takes of the Paschal offering in the evening, since acute mourning 
at night is by rabbinic law, is referring to a case where his relative 
died on the thirteenth day of Nisan and he buried him on the 
fourteenth of Nisan. 


Rav Mari explains: In a case where his relative died on the four- 
teenth day of Nisan and he buried him on the fourteenth itself, his 
acute mourning is due to the day of death and is therefore by Torah 
law. Consequently, it takes hold of its following night by Torah law, 
and the mitzva of the Paschal offering does not override it. By con- 
trast, in a case where his relative died on the thirteenth day of Nisan 
and he buried him on the fourteenth of Nisan, the fourteenth is 
only the day of burial, and his acute mourning is therefore by rab- 
binic law. Consequently, it takes hold of its following night only 
by rabbinic law, and the mitzva of the Paschal offering overrides it. 


Rav Ashi said to Rav Mari: But if so, it is difficult to understand 
that which the baraita teaches: Rabbi Shimon said to Rabbi 
Yehuda: Know that this so, as the Sages said: An acute mourner 
immerses on the fourteenth of Nisan and partakes of his Paschal 
offering in the evening, but he may not partake of other sacrificial 
meat. According to your explanation of this statement, let Rabbi 
Yehuda say to Rabbi Shimon that this is no proof: I am telling you 
a halakha about the day of death, when acute mourning is by Torah 
law, and you tell me that you have a proof from a mishna that deals 
with the day of burial, when acute mourning is by rabbinic law. The 
Gemara concludes: This indeed poses a difficulty for Rav Mari. 


Abaye said a different resolution to the contradiction between the 
statements of Rabbi Shimon: It is not difficult. Here, in the baraita 
where Rabbi Shimon holds that an acute mourner may not send a 
Paschal offering, it is referring to a case where his relative died 
before midday" on the fourteenth of Nisan. There, the ruling in the 
mishna in tractate Pesahim, which teaches that an acute mourner 
immerses and partakes of the Paschal offering in the evening, it is a 
case where his relative died after midday on the fourteenth of 
Nisan. When his relative died before midday, in which case he was 
not ever fit for bringing a Paschal offering since the obligation 
begins at midday, the status of acute mourning applies to him, and 
it is prohibited for him to bring a Paschal offering. But if his relative 
dies after midday, when he is already fit for bringing a Paschal 
offering, the status of acute mourning does not apply to him with 
regard to this matter, so he may immerse and partake of the Paschal 
offering in the evening. 


The Gemara explains: And from where do you say that the halakha 

is different depending on whether his relative died before midday 
on the fourteenth of Nisan or whether he died after midday? As 

it is taught in a baraita: The Torah states with regard to a priest: 

“And for his sister a virgin, that is near unto him, that has had no 

husband, for her may he become impure” (Leviticus 21:3). From 

here it is derived that it is a mitzva for a priest to become impure in 

order to bury his deceased relatives, and if he did not want to do so, 
others must render him impure against his will." And an incident 

occurred involving Yosef the priest, where his wife died on Pass- 
over eve, and he did not want to become impure, as he wanted to 

offer the Paschal offering; and his brethren the priests voted and 

rendered him impure against his will. 
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And the Sages raise a contradiction from another baraita: What 
is the meaning when the verse states with regard to a nazirite: 
“He shall not become impure for his father, or for his mother, 
for his brother, or for his sister when they die; because his 
consecration unto God is upon his head” (Numbers 6:7)? If a 
nazirite went to slaughter his Paschal offering or to circumcise 
his son," mitzvot for which failure to fulfill them is punishable by 
karet, and he heard that a relative of his died, one might 
have thought that he should become impure in order to bury his 
relative even if this will result in his not bringing the Paschal 
offering. You rather say, based on this verse, that “he shall not 
become impure.” 


One might have thought that just as he may not become impure 
to bury his sister, so too he may not become impure to bury a 
corpse with no one to bury it [met mitzva].° The verse states: 

“Or for his sister,” teaching that it is only to bury his sister that 
he may not become impure, but he does become impure to 
bury a met mitzva. 


In the first baraita, contracting impurity from a dead relative is 
obligatory, and in the second baraita it is forbidden. Do you not 
learn from this contradiction that there must be a distinction 
between the cases? Here, in the first baraita concerning a priest, 
it must be referring to a case where the relative died before mid- 
day, so he was obligated to become impure before the obligation 
for the Paschal offering took effect. There, in the second baraita 
concerning a nazirite, it must be referring to a case where the rela- 
tive died after midday. This distinction, between death before 
and after midday, also applies to acute mourning. 


The Gemara rejects this explanation: From where do you infer 
that this is the resolution to the contradiction? Actually, perhaps 
I will say to you: Both this baraita and that baraita are discussing 
deaths that occurred after midday. And this baraita, about a 
nazirite, is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yishmael, 
and that baraita, about Yosef the priest, is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Akiva. As it is taught in a baraita: The 
Torah states with regard to a priest: “And for his sister a virgin, 
that is near unto him, that has had no husband, for her may 
he become impure” (Leviticus 21:3). This is optional, i.e., 
a priest is not obligated to become impure to bury his sister; 
this is the statement of Rabbi Yishmael. Rabbi Akiva says: It 
is mandatory. 


The Gemara responds: This should not enter your mind, because 
itis Rabbi Akiva who teaches the first clause of the baraita about 
a nazirite. As it is taught in the full version of that baraita: The 
Torah states: “All the days that he consecrates himself unto the 
Lord he shall not come near to a dead body. He shall not become 
impure for his father, or for his mother, for his brother, or for 
his sister when they die; because his consecration unto God is 
upon his head” (Numbers 6:7). Rabbi Akiva says: The term 
“body [nefesh]” is referring to relatives.” The term “dead [met]” 
is referring to non-relatives. 


BACKGROUND 


A corpse with no one to bury it [met mitzva] — m1 m: It is 
an important religious obligation to take part in the burial of 
the dead. If the deceased has no friends or relatives to bury him, 
everyone is obligated to assist in his burial. According to the 
halakha, a corpse with no one available to bury it acquires its 
place, i.e., the body must be interred where it was found. This is 
the halakha provided that it is an honorable location; otherwise, 


the body must be buried in the nearest cemetery. This religious 
duty is so important that even priests and nazirites, who are 
ordinarily prohibited to come in contact with a corpse, must 
bury a deserted corpse if there is no one else available to bury 
it. Similarly, the obligation to bury this corpse takes precedence 
over nearly all other religious obligations. 


NOTES = —W—W—_—_—_ 
Or to circumcise his son - i33 n% Sanh: Rashi explains 
that circumcising his son is necessary for sacrificing the 
Paschal offering, because one who has an uncircumcised 
male in his household is not permitted to bring the Paschal 
offering. 


Body is referring to relatives - w317 by wa): Rashi 
explains that the meaning of the words “nefesh" and “met” 
do not themselves specify relatives and non-relatives. 
Rather, once there are two words, one of which refers to 
relatives and the other to non-relatives, it is reasonable 
that “nefesh;” which also means soul, refers to those who 
are related to the nazirite, as they are closest to his soul. 
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HALAKHA 
He does become impure to bury a met mitzva - KAY 
myn nib NIT: It is a mitzva for one to become impure 
to bury a corpse that has no one else to bury it. Even if 
one is a High Priest and a nazirite, and on his way to bring 
the Paschal offering or to circumcise his son, he becomes 


impure in order to bury the corpse (Rambam Sefer Shofe- 


tim, Hilkhot Evel 3:8; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 374:1). 


Perek XII 
Daf1oo Amud b 


HALAKHA 


Here his relative died before the priests slaughtered 
and sprinkled, etc. — 31 PI WNW OTP x2: If one’s 
relative died before midday on the eve of Passover, the 
Paschal offering is not slaughtered for him. But if the 
offering is slaughtered and its blood sprinkled, then he 


immerses and partakes of his Paschal offering in the eve- 


ning (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 6:9). 
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The verse specifies: “For his father,” even though his father is 
included among his relatives, to teach that he may not become 
impure to bury his father, but he does become impure to bury a 
met mitzva. The verse states: “For his mother,” to teach that even 
if he was a priest and he was a nazirite, and therefore doubly pro- 
hibited from becoming impure, nevertheless, he may not become 
impure to bury his mother but he does become impure to bury 
a met mitzva. The verse states: “For his brother,” to teach that 
even if he was a High Priest, who may not become impure even 
for his relatives, and he was also a nazirite, nevertheless, he may 
not become impure to bury his brother but he does become 
impure to bury a met mitzva." 


What is the meaning when the verse states: “Or for his sister”? 
If a nazirite went to slaughter his Paschal offering or to circumcise 
his son, and he heard that a relative of his died, one might have 
thought that he should become impure. You rather say that he 
may not become impure. One might have thought that just as 
he may not become impure to bury his sister, so too he may not 
become impure to bury a met mitzva. The verse states: “Or for his 
sister,” to teach that he may not become impure to bury his sister 
but he does become impure to bury a met mitzva. Consequently, 
the statement of the baraita concerning a nazirite represents the 
opinion of Rabbi Akiva. 


Rava said there is a different resolution to the contradiction 
between the statements of Rabbi Shimon. Both this baraita and 
that baraita are discussing cases where the relative died after mid- 
day’ on the fourteenth of Nisan, and still it is not difficult. Here, 
his relative died before the priests would have slaughtered the 
Paschal offering and sprinkled" its blood on his account, and he 
may not send the offering. There, the relative died after the priests 
slaughtered the Paschal offering and sprinkled its blood on his 
account. Since acute mourning at night is by rabbinic law, it is 
suspended to allow him to consume an offering that was already 
sacrificed. 


Rav Adda bar Mattana said to Rava: In a case where one’s relative 

died after the priests slaughtered the Paschal offering and sprin- 
kled its blood, why should he be permitted to partake of the Paschal 

offering? What was, was, and although the offering was sacrificed, 
isn't he still an acute mourner by rabbinic law? Ravina said to Rav 
Adda bar Mattana: Partaking of the Paschal offering is indispens- 
able for the mitzva, as is seen from that which Rabba bar Rav Huna 

taught, as the Gemara will explain. Therefore, the Sages did not 

prohibit the acute mourner from partaking of the Paschal offering 

as they do for other offerings, for which consumption of the meat 
is dispensable. Rava said to Rav Adda bar Mattana: Listen to what 

your master, Ravina, told you, as his explanation is correct. 


NOTES 
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Both this and that are where the relative died after midday - 
DIX NN "PNT PR: Rashi explains that Rava, like Abaye, under- 
stands that Rabbi Shimon holds that acute mourning at night is 

by rabbinic law, and that an acute mourner is prohibited from 

sending a Paschal offering. This dispute is that Abaye says that the 

obligation of the Paschal offering overrides the prohibition if the 

relative dies after midday. According to Rava, the obligation does 
not override the prohibition; the mishna in Pesahim permits an 

acute mourner to partake of the Paschal offering only if the blood 

of the offering is sprinkled before the relative dies. 


The Rambam understands that Abaye and Rava agree that an 
acute mourner sends a Paschal offering if his relative dies after 
midday. Rava’s distinction of whether the relative dies before 
or after the sprinkling of the blood applies only if the relative 
died before midday (Kesef Mishne). A number of commentaries 
therefore assume that the Rambam had a different version of the 
text, which reads: This baraita and that mishna are discussing a 
case where the relative died before midday on the fourteenth of 
Nisan (Hok Natan; Haggahot HaGra; see Or Same‘ah). 
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What is the statement of Rabba bar Rav Huna that teaches that 
partaking of the Paschal offering is indispensable? As it is taught in 
a baraita: The day that a person receives tidings" that his relative 
died is considered as if it were the day of burial” with regard to 
the mitzva of the seven-day mourning period, when he may not 
bathe or wear shoes, and with regard to the thirty-day period 
when he may not wear ironed garments. And with regard to par- 
taking of the Paschal offering, the day he receives the tidings is 
like the day of the gathering of the bones" of the deceased after 
the flesh decomposed (see Pesahim 92a). In both this and that case, 
he immerses and partakes of sacrificial meat in the evening." 


The Gemara challenges: This baraita itself is difficult. At first you 
say: The day of tidings is considered as if it were the day of burial 
for the mitzva of the seven-day and thirty-day mourning periods; 
and with regard to partaking of the Paschal offering, it is like the 
day of the gathering of bones, when one may immerse and partake 
of sacrificial meat in the evening. By inference, one concludes that 
on the day of burial, he may not partake of the Paschal offering 
even in the evening, and all the more so other sacrificial meat. And 
then it is taught: In both this and that case, i.e., on both the day of 
burial and the day of the gathering of bones, he immerses and 
partakes of sacrificial meat in the evening. 


Rav Hisda said: Whether it is permitted to partake of sacrificial 
meat the night after the day of burial is a dispute between tanna’im, 
as the Gemara will explain. 


Rabba bar Rav Huna said: This is not difficult. Here, in the latter 
clause, where the baraita teaches that on both the day of burial 
and the day of the gathering of bones he immerses and partakes of 
sacrificial meat in the evening, it is referring to a case where he 
heard tidings of his dead relative just before sunset, and likewise 
a case where they gathered the bones for him just before sunset, 
and likewise a case where his relative died and he buried him 
just before sunset. But there, in the first clause, from which it is 
inferred that he may not consume any sacrificial meat the night 
after the day of burial, the burial occurred after sunset," i.e., on the 
night of the fifteenth of Nisan itself. 


The Gemara objects: Ifso, why not say that even ifhe gathered bones 
after sunset, then what was, was? Why did the Sages permit him 
to partake of the Paschal offering, as opposed to other sacrificial 
meat? Rather, learn from this baraita that partaking of the Paschal 
offering is indispensable to fulfilling the obligation, and due to the 
severity of the mitzva, the Sages suspended their decree prohibiting 
one from partaking of it. 


BACKGROUND 


Gathering of bones - ninyy vip: In the period of the Second 
Temple and for hundreds of years thereafter, the custom was 
to bury the deceased in the ground temporarily and to wait a 
few years until all the flesh decayed. The bones would then be 
collected and placed in a stone ossuary, which was then placed 


in a niche in a family burial cave. 


bits 


Ossuary from the Second Temple period 


Interior of a burial cave unearthed in Beit She’arim, Israel 
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NOTES 


The day that a person receives tidings - Ayia Bi»: If one 
received tidings of his relative’s death within thirty days of 
the day of death, he observes all the halakhot of mourning, 
including rending his garments, the seven-day mourning 
period, and the thirty-day mourning period. If a person 
received tidings more than thirty days after his relative's 
death, he performs a symbolic gesture of mourning, e.g., 
removing his shoes or overturning his bed (see Moed Katan 
20a and Jerusalem Talmud, Pesahim 8:8). 


Like the day of the gathering of bones - ninyy vip) DiS: 
This refers to a case where others gathered one's relative’s 
bones for him, because if he gathered the bones himself, 
he would be impure for seven days and would need to 
undergo sprinkling with water of purification (Pesahim 
92a). 


After sunset - mana nyp an: In other words, if one 
received tidings of a relative's death after sunset or his par- 
ent's bones were gathered after sunset, he may neverthe- 
ess partake of the Paschal offering in the evening, though 
he may not partake of other sacrificial meat. This is not so 
or burial: If one’s relative was buried during the evening 
of Passover, e.g., by gentiles, then he may not consume 
his Paschal offering, as it is considered the day of burial. 

Rashi explains that the relative must have died on the 
hirteenth of Nisan and was buried on the fourteenth, 
because if he died on the fourteenth, then the evening 
ollowing the fourteenth would be the night following 
he day of death, and the mourner would be forbidden to 
partake of the Paschal offering in any event. 

Rabbeinu Hananel explains the resolution differently. 
The first clause of the baraita refers to a case where the rela- 
ive was buried before sunset. In this case, acute mourning 
overrides the obligation of the Paschal offering, and the 
mourner does not partake of it in the evening. The second 
clause of the baraita refers to a case where the relative was 
buried after sunset, when the obligation to eat the Paschal 
offering had already taken effect, so the acute mourning 
does not override it. 


HALAKHA 


The day a person receives tidings that his relative died 
is as if it were the day of burial - Aap DVD AYIA OF: 
If one received tidings that his relative died within thirty 
days of the death, he must rend his garments and observe 
the seven- and thirty-day mourning periods (Rambam Sefer 
Shofetim, Hilkhot Evel 7:1; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 402:1). 


In both this and that case he immerses and partakes 
of sacrificial meat in the evening - baiv TIKIT TES 
ay) wpa born: The day upon which one receives tid- 
ings "that his relative died and the day of the gathering of 
bones of his relative for burying are considered like the 
day of burial. Therefore, if one of these days falls on the 
fourteenth of Nisan a Paschal offering is slaughtered for him, 
and he immerses and partakes of it in the evening. This is 
in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis, who say that 
the day of burial does not take hold of its following night 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 2:10 and Sefer 
Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 6:9). 
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Rav Ashi said there is another resolution to this question: What is 
meant by the latter clause in the baraita: In both this and that case? 
It does not mean both the day of burial and the day of the gathering 
of bones. Rather, this is what the baraita is saying: Both on the day 
of tidings and on the day of the gathering of bones, the mourner 
immerses and partakes of sacrificial meat in the evening. But after 
the day of burial, he may not partake of the Paschal offering, and all 
the more so of other sacrificial meat, as indicated in the first clause 
in the baraita. 


The Gemara notes: And this resolution of Rav Ashi is a mistake, since 
the tanna is already discussing those two cases and equating them. 
According to Rav Ashi’s resolution, it is extraneous to say: In both 
this and that case; the tanna should have simply said: In this and that 
case. Rather, learn from the language of the baraita that Rav Ashi’s 
resolution is a mistake. 


The Gemara returns to discuss Rav Hisda’s resolution: And what is 
the dispute between tanna’im with regard to the night following the 
day of burial? As it is taught in a baraita: Until when does a person 
mourn acutely for his relative, such that he is prohibited to partake of 
sacrificial meat? The entire day. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: As long 
as his relative has not been buried. 


The Gemara asks: What are we dealing with? If we say we are dealing 
with the day of death, is there a tanna who does not hold that the day 
of death takes hold of its following night, at least by rabbinic law? In 
accordance with whose opinion is the statement of the first tanna, who 
says that the acute mourning is only during the day, and not at night? 


And furthermore, if we are dealing with the day of death, then when 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: As long as his relative has not been buried, 
it indicates that consequently, once he has buried him, it becomes 
permitted for him to partake of sacrificial meat, even on the day of 
death itself. But is there a tanna who does not hold that acute mourn- 
ing extends for the entire day of death, even after burial? The verse 
states: “And I will turn your feasts into mourning, and all your songs 
into lamentation; and I will bring up sackcloth upon all loins, and 
baldness upon every head; and I will make it as the mourning for an 
only son, and the end thereof as a bitter day” (Amos 8:10). 


Rav Sheshet said: The tanna of this baraita is discussing the day of 
burial when it is not the day of death. The tanna’im disagree whether 
the acute mourning lasts only until the burial, or until the end of the 
day of burial. 


Rav Yosef objects to this: But there is that which is taught in a baraita: 
One who hears tidings of his dead relative is considered as one who 
gathers his relative’s bones, in that he may immerse and partake of 
sacrificial meat in the evening. By inference, on the day of burial he 
may not partake even in the evening. In accordance with whose 
opinion is this? This is the opinion of neither the first tanna nor Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi. Rather, one must answer that the baraita means: Until 
when does a person mourn acutely for his relative? That entire day of 
burial and its following night. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: He contin- 
ues into the night only as long as his relative has not been buried; but 
once he is buried, the acute mourning lasts only for the rest of the day, 
without its night. 


The Sages said this statement of Rav Yosef before Rabbi Yirmeya. 
Rabbi Yirmeya said in surprise: Would a great man like Rav Yosef say 
this? Would he say that the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi is the 
more lenient of the two? But isn’t it taught in a baraita: Until when 
does a person mourn acutely for his relative? As long as his relative 
has not been buried, even if he remains unburied from now until ten 
days from now. This is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. And 
the Sages say: He mourns acutely for his relative only on that same 
day. The opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi is more stringent than that 
of the Sages. 
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Rather, answer like this: Until when does a person mourn 
acutely" for his relative? That entire day of burial, without its 
night. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: The acute mourning contin- 
ues as long as his relative has not been buried, even for ten days, 
and once he is buried, that day takes hold of its night. This is 
the dispute to which Rav Hisda referred. 


The Sages said this statement before Rava. Rava said: Since 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says that the day of burial, when acute 
mourning is by rabbinic law, takes hold of its night by rabbinic 
law, by inference, he must hold that the day of death, when 
acute mourning is by Torah law, takes hold of its night by Torah 
law. The Sages would not be more stringent with their ordinance 
than the parallel law of the Torah. 


The Gemara objects: And does Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi hold that 
acute mourning at night is by Torah law? But isn’t it taught in 
a baraita: On the last day of the inauguration of the Tabernacle,® 
after two of Aaron’s sons died, Aaron said to Moses: “Behold, 
today...there have befallen me such things as these; and if I had 
consumed the sin offering today, would it have been good in the 
eyes of the Lord?” (Leviticus 10:19). The word “today” teaches 
that Aaron is saying: I am prohibited from partaking today but 
permitted to partake at night;" but for future generations, an 
acute mourner is prohibited from partaking of sacrificial meat 
whether during the day or at night. This is the statement of 
Rabbi Yehuda. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: For future genera- 
tions, acute mourning at night is not by Torah law, but rather 
by rabbinic law. 


The Gemara answers: Actually, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi holds that 
acute mourning on the night after death is by rabbinic law, not 
Torah law. 


NOTES 


| am prohibited from partaking today but permitted at 
night - a ate TDK DIT NK: Rashi explains that Rabbi 
Yehuda derives this from the word ' ‘behold,’ which indicates 
uniqueness; only in Aaron's case was an acute mourner per- 
mitted to partake of the sin offering at night, and not in future 
cases. He adds that Aaron's case was unique because during 


Perek XII 
Daf101 Amuda 


the inauguration of the Tabernacle there were no other priests 
who could consume the meat of the sin offering. But in later 
generations, when there are many priests to consume the 
meat, one who is an acute mourner is prohibited from partak- 
ing of it the night after the death. 


any opi pwn wy osm And the same holds for the night after the day of burial, even 
min bøn though the acute mourning of that day itself is by rabbinic law, 
because the Sages reinforced their pronouncements with 

greater severity than Torah law." 


The Sages reinforced their pronouncements with greater 
severity than Torah law - bwa any DPT pwn wy Daan 
min: This expression appears a number of times in theTalmud, 
usually meaning that the Sages issued decrees to prevent 
people from transgressing rabbinic law to a greater extent 
than they did for Torah law. The rationale for this is that there 
is less concern that someone will transgress a mitzva by Torah 


NOTES 


law. This is not the meaning here, as the Sages also instituted 
acute mourning for the night following the day of death, 
when acute mourning is by Torah law. Rather, the expression 
here means that the Sages reinforced their ordinance more 
than the Torah reinforced its own, as the day of death does not 
take hold of its night by Torah law (Hok Natan, citing Tosafot; 
see zon Kodashim). 


HALAKHA 


Until when does a person mourn acutely — jira KITI TY: 
One is an acute mourner by Torah law on the day of his relative’s 
death, and by rabbinic law for the following night. If his relative 
is not buried for several days, his acute mourning continues 
by rabbinic law until the burial, and the day of burial does not 
take hold of its following night (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Biat HaMikdash 2:9—10). 


BACKGROUND 
Inauguration of the Tabernacle — oxida a Naw: This 
term refers to the week of preparation after construction of the 
Tabernacle was complete. During these days the structure and 
its utensils were sanctified for service, as were Aaron and his 
sons. The Tabernacle was assembled on the first day of Nisan 
in the second year following the exodus from Egypt. For seven 
days prior to that, Aaron the High Priest and his sons entered 
the courtyard of the Tabernacle. There the men and the vessels 
were anointed with the specially prepared oil, and offerings 
were sacrificed to mark the consecration of the Tabernacle. On 
each of the seven days Moses assembled the structure of the 
Tabernacle, immersed Aaron and his sons in a ritual bath, and 
dressed them in their priestly garments. 


<p ITI” pi): ZEVAHIM: PEREK XII‘101A_ 213 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


EPI WD” OPW JD ID" DTA 
MINI -OY DD PATY WKI 
TUYN nywa -OPY WKI ba 
nign KD -n my WK” m OK 

ARIK IN 


IANI JA MDW) MIK I PDN 
prb 


ATTON- xT ewp KD DRV wx 
ONDIN 


vax? POE MI 99 20207 
ITPLI aT “TN” 
MDW) TRAW IN DMX yaw 
- TITHI MIK 1980 WIN TAK OXY 
PI ADY 127 mawy inwhw va 
Km: SDN 127 ay toaixd one 

TIY mI ONS 


NOTES 


§ The Sages taught in a baraita: On the eighth day of the inaugura- 
tion of the Tabernacle, on which two of Aaron’s sons died, Moses 
spoke to Aaron and his sons using three different forms of the word 
command: “For so lam commanded [tzuveiti]” (Leviticus 10:13), 
“as I commanded [tziveiti]” (Leviticus 10:18), and “as the Lord has 
commanded [tziva]” (Leviticus 10:15 )." Moses said to Aaron: “And 
you shall eat it... for so lam commanded,’ to teach that Aaron and 
his remaining sons shall partake of the offerings even in acute 
mourning. The statement: “You should certainly have eaten it... as 
I commanded,” Moses said to them at the time of the incident," 
when Aaron and his sons burned the sin offering for the New Moon. 
Moses said: “As the Lord has commanded,”" to emphasize that 
it is not of my own initiative’ that I say this, but it is from the 
word of God. 


And the Sages raise a contradiction from another baraita: The sin 
offering was burned due to the acute mourning of Aaron and his 
sons, since they felt they could not partake of it. Therefore, it is 
stated in Aaron's explanation: “There have befallen me such things 
as these; and if I had consumed the sin offering today, would it have 
been good in the eyes of the Lord?” (Leviticus 10:19). Moses con- 
ceded to Aaron that he was correct (see Leviticus 10:20), indicating 
that it was not permitted for Aaron to partake of the sin offering in 
acute mourning. 


Shmuel said: This is not difficult. This first baraita, according 
to which Moses commanded Aaron and his sons to consume the 
sacrificial meat in acute mourning, is in accordance with the opin- 
ion of Rabbi Yehuda; and that baraita, according to which they 
acted properly in refraining from eating it, is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Nehemya." 


This is as it is taught in a baraita: Aaron and his sons burned the 
sin offering due to their acute mourning. Therefore, it is stated: 

“As these”; this is the statement of Rabbi Nehemya. Rabbi Yehuda 
and Rabbi Shimon say: The sin offering was burned due to ritual 
impurity. As, if you say that it was burned due to acute mourning, 
they should have burned all three of the sin offerings offered that 
day. Alternatively, if it was burned due to acute mourning, they 
would have been fit to partake of the sin offerings in the evening," 
and there would have been no need to burn them. Alternatively, 
if it was burned due to acute mourning, wasn’t Pinehas, son of 
Elazar the priest, with them? He was not in mourning, and he could 
have partaken of the sin offering. 


For so | am commanded, as | commanded, etc. — 10% 13 $2 
"D1 TY Wa: The Sages seek to explain why Moses repeats 
the idea of being commanded, seemingly unnecessarily, and 
with different language each time, first Moses being com- 
manded, then God commanding, then Moses commanding 
(Korban Aharon). 


He said to them at the time of the incident - nwyn nywa 
a ‘Wax: The commentaries disagree as to which incident the 
baraita is referring to. Rashi explains that it refers to the death 
of two of Aaron's sons, when Aaron and his remaining sons 
became acute mourners. Moses immediately told them that 
they should nevertheless consume the meal offering as well as 
other sacrificial food. Others explain that the baraita refers to 
when they burned the sin offering. Moses told them then that 
they should have eaten it rather than burn it, as he commanded 
them earlier with regard to the meal offering (Ra’avad’s com- 
mentary on Torat Kohanim; Korban Aharon, Malbim). 


As the Lord has commanded - ‘7 my Wya: Moses said this 
with regard to the consumption of the breast and thigh of 
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the special peace offerings of that day. The three verses here 
are not quoted in order, as this command was stated before 
the incident where the sin offering was burned. Some explain 
that the baraita grouped: “For so | am commanded [tzuveiti]" 
with: “As | commanded [tziveiti]" because they sound similar 
(commentary attributed to Ra’avad on Torat Kohanim). Others 
explain that there is no absolute chronological order in the 
Torah, and this command from Moses actually came after the 
incident (see Korban Aharon). 


It is not of my own initiative, etc. - 3) nby x: Some explain 
that Moses meant that he did not derive this command using 
hermeneutical principles but rather received an explicit com- 
mand from God (Or HaYashar). 


That baraita is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Nehemya - mam 931 X71: Rashi explains that according to 
Shmuel, as opposed to Rava, Rabbi Nehemya holds that Moses 
was not commanded to have Aaron and his sons consume 
the offerings that day in acute mourning. Moreover, Moses 
did not even know that partaking of offerings is generally 


prohibited to an acute mourner. Only after Aaron explained 
why he burned the sin offering did Moses concede that he 
had acted correctly. 

Accordingly, Rashi explains that for this opinion the state- 
ment “for so I am commanded” refers not to the halakha that 
an acute mourner may not partake of offerings but to the very 
mitzva of consuming a meal offering. See also Tosafot, who 
explain that this opinion agrees that Moses was commanded 
that the meal offering should be consumed in acute mourning, 
but he erred in thinking that this was the halakha for all the 
sacrificial food. 


To partake of the sin offerings in the evening — ay) tain): 
Although Rabbi Yehuda holds that acute mourning at night is 
by Torah law, he concedes that the offerings of the inaugural 
days of the Tabernacle were permitted to acute mourners at 
night. They would certainly be permitted according to Rabbi 
Shimon, who holds that for all generations, acute mourning at 
night is by rabbinic law (Rashi). 
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Rava said: Both this baraita and that baraita are in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Nehemya, who holds that the sin 
offering was burned due to acute mourning. And this is not dif- 
ficult. Here, the baraita according to which Moses commanded 
that Aaron and his sons partake of the offering as acute mourners 
is referring to the offerings of a particular time, i.e., the meal 
offering, which was unique to the inauguration ceremony. There, 
the baraita according to which they rightly burned the sin offer- 
ing, due to acute mourning, is referring to the offerings of all 
future generations. That sin offering was brought for the New 
Moon of Nisan, and such an offering would be brought at every 
New Moon from that day onward. Moses conceded that such 
offerings should not be consumed by acute mourners. 


The Gemara asks: How would Rabbi Nehemya reconcile 
these apparently contradictory verses about the sin offering, 
and how would the Sages reconcile these verses (see Leviticus 
10:17-20)? 


Rabbi Nehemya would reconcile them like this: When Moses 
asked: “Why have you not eaten the sin offering?” (Leviticus 
10:17), this is what Moses said to Aaron: Perhaps the blood of 
this sin offering entered the innermost sanctum, thereby dis- 
qualifying it (see Leviticus 6:23). Is this why you burned it? Aaron 
said to him: “Behold, the blood of it was not brought into the 
Sanctuary within” (Leviticus 10:18). Moses then asked: Perhaps 
it went outside its partition," i.e., it exited the courtyard of the 
Tabernacle, and was thereby disqualified? Aaron said to him: It 
was inside the sacred area at all times. 


Moses then suggested: But perhaps you sacrificed it in acute 
mourning, which is prohibited for ordinary priests, and disquali- 
fied it. Aaron said to him: Moses, was it they, i.e., my sons, who 
sacrificed the offering?" I sacrificed the offering, and as High 
Priest, I may serve even as an acute mourner (see Leviticus 
21:10-12). And Moses said to him: “Behold, the blood of it was 
not brought into the Sanctuary within,” and it was inside the 
sacred area at all times; therefore: “You should certainly have 
consumed it in the sacred area, as I commanded” (Leviticus 
10:18), i.e. just as I commanded that the priests should consume 
today’s meal offering in acute mourning. 


Aaron said to him: “Behold, today have they sacrificed their sin 
offering and their burnt offering before the Lord, and there have 
befallen me such things as these; and if I had consumed the 
sin offering today, would it have been good in the eyes of the 
Lord?” (Leviticus 10:19). Perhaps you heard the command to 
consume the offering only with regard to offerings of a particular 
time, i.e., the meal offering, which was unique to that day. 


As, if you claim that it also applies to the offerings of all genera- 
tions, then one can prove this is not so via an a fortiori inference 

from the second tithe,® for which the halakha is more lenient 

than for sacrificial meat: Just as with regard to the second tithe, 
for which the halakha is more lenient, the Torah stated: “I have 

not eaten thereof in my mourning [ve’oni]” (Deuteronomy 
26:14), teaching that an acute mourner [onen] is prohibited from 

partaking of it, all the more so is it not clear that with regard to 

the offerings of all generations, an acute mourner is prohibited 

from partaking of them? 


Moses immediately conceded to Aaron, as the verse states: “And 
Moses heard, and it was good in his eyes” (Leviticus 10:20). 
And Moses was not embarrassed and did not attempt to justify 
himself by saying: I did not hear of this halakha until now. 
Rather, he said: I heard it, and I forgot it, as the verse indicates 
by stating: “Moses heard.” 


NOTES 


Rabbi Nehemya would reconcile them like this - 37 
eni anh yuna mmama: Rashi explains this passage in accor- 
dance with Rava's opinion only, as Rava holds that Rabbi 
Nehemya distinguishes between the offerings of the inau- 
gural days of the Tabernacle and the offerings of future 
generations. See Josafot, who explain this passage in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Shmuel as well. 


Perhaps it went outside its partition - angen yinxaw 
Mixx: The Gemara infers that Moses asked this from the 
superfluous word “within” in Aaron's response (Rashi on 
16a). 


Was it they who sacrificed the offering — 149771 D07 931: 
The Gemara understands Aaron's words: “Behold, today 
have they sacrificed their sin offering and their burnt offer- 
ing before the Lord” (Leviticus 10:19), as a rhetorical ques- 
tion: But was it they, the ordinary priests, who sacrificed 
the sin offering? 


BACKGROUND 


Second tithe — 3 vwy: This is a tithe that is separated 
after the teruma is given to the priests and the first tithe is 
given to the Levites. Second tithe is separated during the 
first, second, fourth, and fifth years of the Sabbatical cycle, 
and afterward it is brought to Jerusalem to be eaten there 
by its owner. If the journey to Jerusalem is too long, making 
it difficult to transport all of the second tithe there, or if the 
produce becomes ritually impure, it can be redeemed for 
an equivalent sum of money, which is brought to Jerusalem 
and spent on food. If the owner redeems his own produce, 
he is required to add one-fifth of its value. Second tithe can 
be redeemed only with minted coins bearing an imprint; 
unstamped coins and promissory notes cannot be used. 
Today second tithe is still redeemed, but for a nominal sum, 
since in the absence of the Temple it is no longer brought 
to Jerusalem. The halakhot of second tithe are discussed in 
tractate Ma‘aser Sheni. 
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NOTES 

Or perhaps due to your bitterness, etc. — xan) 
133302 Jak: According to the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda and Rabbi Shimon, that acute mourning 
was not the reason the sin offering was burned, an 
alternate explanation is necessary as to why Aaron 
referred to the death of his sons in the context of the 
sin offering: “There have befallen me such things as 
these.” They would explain that Moses asked Aaron 
an additional question: Perhaps your neglect led to 
the offering becoming disqualified? Aaron replied not 
by saying: There have befallen me these things, but 
rather by saying: “There have befallen me such things 
as these,’ meaning that he would not be careless with 
consecrated offerings after any tragedy. 
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The Gemara continues: And how would Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi 
Shimon, who hold that the sin offering was burned due to ritual 
impurity, reconcile those verses? They would reconcile them 
like this: When Moses said to Aaron and his sons: “Why have 
you not eaten the sin offering in the place of the Sanctuary?” 
(Leviticus 10:17), he meant: Perhaps its blood entered the inner- 
most sanctum, disqualifying the offering. Aaron said to him 
in response: “Behold, the blood of it was not brought into the 
Sanctuary within” (Leviticus 10:18). 


Moses then asked: Perhaps it went outside its partition, i.e., the 
courtyard of the Tabernacle, and was thereby disqualified? Aaron 
said to him: It was inside the sacred area at all times. Moses 
then asked: But perhaps you sacrificed it in acute mourning 
and disqualified it? Aaron said to him: Moses, was it my sons 
who sacrificed the offering, that their acute mourning would 
disqualify the offering? I, the High Priest, sacrificed the offering, 
and I may serve even in acute mourning. 


Moses then asked: Or perhaps, due to your bitterness" in mourn- 
ing, were you neglectful of the offering and it became impure? 
Aaron said to him: Moses, am I in your eyes such a person, that 
I would treat an offering consecrated to Heaven with contempt? 
“There have befallen me such things as these” (Leviticus 10:19), 
i.e., even if these tragedies and more such as them should befall 
me, I would not treat an offering consecrated to Heaven with 
contempt. 


Moses said to him: If so, and if, as you say: “Behold, the blood of 
it was not brought into the Sanctuary within,’ and it was inside 
the sacred area at all times, then: “You should certainly have 
eaten it in the sacred area, as I commanded,’ i.e., as I commanded 
that the priests should consume the meal offering even in acute 
mourning. 


Aaron said to him: Perhaps you heard the command to consume 
the offering only with regard to the night following the day of 
acute mourning, but during the day itself the prohibition stands. 
As, if you claim that it may be consumed during the day itself, 
I can prove that this is not so via an a fortiori inference from 
the second tithe, for which the halakha is more lenient than for 
sacrificial meat: Just as with regard to the second tithe, for which 
the halakha is more lenient, the Torah stated: I have not eaten 
thereof in my mourning, all the more so is it not clear that in the 
stringent case of sacrificial meat, an acute mourner is prohibited 
from partaking of it? 


Moses immediately conceded to Aaron, as the verse states: “And 
Moses heard, 


and it was good in his eyes” (Leviticus 10:20). Moses was not 
embarrassed and did not attempt to justify himself by saying: I 
did not hear this halakha until now. Rather, he said: I heard it, and 
I forgot it. 


The Gemara asks: According to this opinion, why was the sin offer- 
ing burned? They should have delayed its consumption and con- 
sumed it that night. The Gemara answers: Ritual impurity came 

upon this sin offering due to circumstances beyond the priests’ 
control, and they were forced to burn it. 
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The Gemara asks: Granted, according to the Rabbis, i.e., Rabbi 
Yehuda and Rabbi Shimon, this is as it is written: “And if I had 
consumed the sin offering today, would it have been good in the 
eyes of the Lord”? The verse indicates that Aaron could have eaten 
it at night. But according to Rabbi Nehemya, who holds that Aaron 
distinguished between the offerings of that particular time and the 
offerings of all later generations, what did Aaron mean by the word 

“today”? The Gemara answers: He meant: And if I had eaten the 
sin offering of the New Moon, which is today’s obligation, would 
it have been good in the eyes of the Lord? 


The Gemara asks: Granted, according to Rabbi Nehemya, this is 
as it is written: “Behold, today’ have they sacrificed their sin offer- 
ing and their burnt offering before the Lord,’ i.e., they offered it as 
the obligation of the day. But according to the Rabbis, i.e., Rabbi 
Yehuda and Rabbi Shimon, what did Aaron mean by the phrase 
“behold [hen], today”? The Gemara answers: This is what Aaron 
is saying: Did they [hen], my sons, sacrifice the offering today, 
which would have been prohibited to them in acute mourning? 
No, I sacrificed the offering, and as High Priest, I may perform the 
service in acute mourning. 


§ The Gemara continues to analyze the baraita. The Master says: If 
the sin offering was burned due to acute mourning, then the priests 
should have burned all three of the sin offerings offered that day. 
The Gemara asks: What is meant by: All three of the sin offerings? 


The Gemara responds: As it is taught in a baraita: The verse states: 
“And Moses diligently inquired for the goat of the sin offering, and 
behold, it was burned” (Leviticus 10:16). When the verse states: “The 
goat,” this is referring to the goat of Nahshon, son of Amminadav, 
the prince of the tribe of Judah, who brought the offering on the 
first day of the Tabernacle’s inauguration (see Numbers 7:12). When 
the verse states: “The sin offering,” this is referring to the sin offer- 
ing that the people brought on the eighth day of the inauguration 
(see Leviticus 9:13). The term “inquired” is referring to the goat 
sacrificed at every New Moon (see Numbers 28:15). The Tabernacle 
was erected on the New Moon of Nisan (see Exodus 40:17). These 
are the three goats that were sacrificed that day. 


One might have thought that all three of them were burned. There- 
fore, the verse states: “And Moses diligently inquired for the goat 
of the sin offering, and, behold, it was burned,’ to teach that one 
of the offerings was burned, but not all three of them were burned. 


The verse states: “And Moses diligently inquired [darosh darash].” 


Why were there two inquiries? Moses said to them: For what 
reason is this sin offering burned, and secondly, for what reason 
are those left unburned? The baraita comments: Still, I do not 
know which of them was burned. When it states with regard to the 
burned goat: “And He has given it to you to bear the iniquity of 
the congregation” (Leviticus 10:17), you must say: This is the goat 
of the New Moon," which atones for impurity in the Temple. 


The Gemara comments: Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Shimon say 
well to Rabbi Nehemya; if the sin offering was burned due to acute 
mourning, then all three goats should have been burned. How would 
Rabbi Nehemya respond? The Gemara explains: Rabbi Nehemya 
conforms to his line of reasoning, as he says: Acute mourning 
does not disqualify offerings of a particular time. Therefore, they 
burned only the New Moon sin offering, which applies to future 
generations as well. 


The Master says in the baraita: If the sin offering was burned due 
to acute mourning, why was it burned at all? He should have 
eaten it in the evening. The Gemara comments: Rabbi Yehuda 
and Rabbi Shimon say well to Rabbi Nehemya in posing this diffi- 
culty. How would he respond? The Gemara explains: He holds that 
acute mourning in the evening is by Torah law, and therefore the 
priests were not permitted to eat it even then. 
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But according to Rabbi Nehemya what did Aaron 
mean by today — DTNA mAN) va: The difficulty 
is that according to Rabbi Nehemya, there is no 
distinction between day and night. The offerings 
of that particular time were permitted even dur- 
ing the day, and the offerings of future generations, 
including the sin offering of the New Moon, were 
forbidden even at night. 


Granted according to Rabbi Nehemya this is as 
it is written: Behold, today — mam) ra xabwa 
DHA pT INST wT: Rashi explains that according 
to Rabbi Nehemya, Aaron is stating that the priests 
sacrificed the offering that was the obligation of the 
day. According to Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Shimon, 
it makes no difference which offering was sacrificed. 
The Gemara therefore explains that according to 
them, the word hen in this verse does not mean: 
Behold, but rather: They, and Aaron is asking rhetori- 
cally: Is it so that my sons sacrificed the offering? 

Later commentaries find difficulty with Rashi’s 
interpretation, as on 101a, the Gemara explains 
that Aaron gave this latter answer according to 
the opinion of Rabbi Nehemya. They explain that 
the Gemara’s interpretation there is based on its 
conclusions here, and this conclusion accords with 
all opinions (Rabbi Eliyahu Mizrahi; Korban Aharon; 
see Josafot). 


This is the goat of the New Moon - vray yyy mt 
wrtin: The goat of the New Moon atones for defiling 
of the Temple that occurred by entering it while 
ritually impure, or for defiling of its sacrificial foods 
that occurred by partaking of them while ritually 
impure (see Shevuot 2a). The other two goats sacri- 
ficed that day were not for atonement (see Rashi’s 
commentary on that verse and on 48b). 


BACKGROUND 

Goat of the New Moon - win wx by pew: 
The Torah (see Numbers 28:15) requires a goat to 
be sacrificed on the New Moon as a communal 
sin offering. Its sacrifice followed the same pro- 
cedure as that used for sin offerings of a private 
individual, and it was intended to atone for certain 
transgressions involving the deflling of the Temple 
or its sacrificial foods. 
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Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Shimon also stated: Alternatively, wasn’t 
Pinehas, son of Elazar the priest, with them? He was not an acute 
mourner. The Gemara comments: Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Shimon 
say well to Rabbi Nehemya. The Gemara explains: He holds in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Elazar. As Rabbi Elazar says 
that Rabbi Hanina says: Pinehas did not become a priest until he 
killed Zimri, who had engaged in intercourse with a Midianite 
woman (see Numbers 25:6-8). As it is written only after that inci- 
dent concerning Pinehas: “And it shall be unto him and to his seed 
after him the covenant of an everlasting priesthood” (Numbers 
25:13). Before that incident, at the time of the inauguration of the 
Tabernacle, the only priests were Aaron and his sons. 


Rav Ashi said: Pinehas did not become a priest until he made peace 
among the tribes at the time of the conquest of Eretz Yisrael, when 
the tribes east of the Jordan River built their own altar and nearly 
provoked a civil war. Before this, Pinehas was always referred to 
as: Son of Elazar the priest, but during this incident he is himself 
referred to as a priest for the first time, as it is stated: “And Pinehas 
the priest, and the princes of the congregation, and the heads 
of the thousands of Israel that were with him, heard the words that 
the children of Reuben and the children of Gad and the children of 
Manasseh spoke, and it pleased them well” (Joshua 22:30). 


The Gemara asks: And for the other Sage, Rav Ashi, as well, isn’t it 
written: “And it shall be unto him, and to his seed after him, the 
covenant of an everlasting priesthood”? Apparently, Pinehas became 
a priest after he killed Zimri. The Gemara responds: When that verse 
is written, it is with regard to the blessing that it is written," that 
his descendants would always be priests. It did not indicate that 
Pinehas became a priest immediately. 


The Gemara asks: And for the other Sages as well, who hold that 
Pinehas became a priest immediately after he killed Zimri, isn’t it 
written: “And Pinehas the priest... heard”? Apparently he became 
a priest only after the conquest of Eretz Yisrael. The Gemara answers: 
That verse serves to entitle his descendants after him," that they 
would continue as High Priests through his merit. 


§ Rav says: Moses, our teacher, was a High Priest and would 
receive a share of offerings consecrated to Heaven, as it is stated: 
“And Moses took the breast, and waved it for a wave offering before 
the Lord; it was Moses’ portion of the ram of inauguration, as the 
Lord commanded Moses” (Leviticus 8:29). 


The Gemara raises an objection: In the baraita, Rabbi Yehuda and 
Rabbi Shimon claim that acute mourning was not the reason the 
sin offering was burned by asking: Wasn't Pinehas with them? And 
if it is so that Moses could partake of sacrificial meat, let them say: 
Wasn’t Moses, our teacher, with them? The Gemara responds: 
Perhaps Moses is different, since as a prophet, he was preoccupied 
with the Divine Presence, and was not available. As the Master 
says: Moses ascended Mount Sinai early in the morning, and he 
descended early in the morning. 


NOTES 


an31: Rashi understands that the opinion discussed here is that of 
Rav Ashi, who holds that Pinehas became a priest when he made 
peace among the tribes. The blessing at the time of Zimri was a 
promise for the future, and did not apply immediately. 

Rabbeinu Tam does not accept that Pinehas could receive this 
blessing without thereby becoming a priest. He explains that Pine- 
has was eligible for the priesthood at that time, and all the special 
prohibitions of a priest applied to him. Nevertheless, the people 
refused to anoint him as a priest, because they were angry that 
he had killed Zimri, the prince of the tribe of Simeon. Only after 
he made peace among the tribes did they accept him as a priest. 


To entitle his descendants after him — win iyt pm: Tosafot 
explain that calling Pinehas himself “the priest” indicates that his 
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It is with regard to the blessing that it is written - x171 m3133 descendants served as High Priests, because they traced their 


lineage back to him. Ben Yehoyada clarifies that “the priest,’ with 
the definite article, indicates that he was the progenitor of the 
High Priesthood. Although some High Priests were descendants 
of Itamar, son of Aaron, this did not last (see Rashi on | Samuel 
2:30). From the dedication of the Temple and on, the High Priests 
were descended from Tzadok, who was a descendant of Pinehas 
(see | Chronicles 5:38). 

Some explain that the Israelites cast doubt on Pinehas's lin- 
eage after he committed an act of violence and killed Zimri, and 
therefore the Torah needed to say that he was “Pinehas, son of 
Elazar, son of Aaron the priest” (see Rashi on Numbers 25:1, citing 
Bava Batra 109b). After he made peace among the tribes, this 
was no longer necessary, and he was called simply “the priest” 
(lyyun Ya'akov). 
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The Gemara raises an objection to Rav’s statement from another 
baraita: The verse states with regard to a blemished priest: “He 
may eat the bread of his God, both of the most sacred, and of 
the sacred” (Leviticus 21:22). If offerings of the most sacred 
order are stated, that a blemished priest may eat them, then why 
are offerings of lesser sanctity also stated? And if offerings of 
lesser sanctity are stated, why are offerings of the most sacred 
order stated? 


The baraita answers: Had offerings of lesser sanctity not been 
stated, I would have said: It is only offerings of the most sacred 
order that a blemished priest may eat, as they were permitted 
both to a non-priest and to the priests, but a blemished priest 
may not eat offerings of lesser sanctity, which were not permit- 
ted to non-priests. And had offerings of the most sacred order 
not been stated, I would have said: A blemished priest may eat 
offerings of lesser sanctity, as they are of lesser sanctity, but he 
may not eat of offerings of the most sacred order, as they are of 
higher sanctity. Therefore, offerings of the most sacred order are 
stated, and therefore, offerings of lesser sanctity are stated. 


The Gemara explains the objection: In any event, the baraita 
teaches: As they were permitted both to a non-priest and to the 
priests. What non-priest is permitted to eat offerings of the most 
sacred order? Is this not referring to Moses? This indicates that 
Moses was not considered a High Priest, contrary to Rav’s state- 
ment. Rav Sheshet said: No, this is referring to a non-priest 
sacrificing ona private altar. Once the Jewish people entered Eretz 
Yisrael, it was permitted for a time for them to build private altars, 
on which even non-priests could serve. And although only offer- 
ings of lesser sanctity were offered on private altars, this baraita is 
in accordance with the statement of the Sage who says: There 
is a meal offering that may be offered on a private altar. Meal 
offerings are of the most sacred order. 


The Gemara raises an objection to Rav’s statement: When Mir- 
iam became a leper (see Numbers 12:10), who diagnosed and 
quarantined her?" If you say that Moses quarantined her, that 
is difficult, as Moses was a non-priest, 


and a non-priest may not inspect the shades of leprous marks" 
to diagnose them. And if you say that Aaron quarantined her, 
that is difficult, as Aaron was a relative, Miriam's brother, and a 
relative may not inspect the shades of leprous marks." Rather, 
the Holy One, Blessed be He, bestowed a great honor on 
Miriam at that time, and said: I Myself am a priest, and I will 
quarantine her for seven days to see if the shades of leprous marks 
persist, and I will declare her a leper if she is impure, and I will 
exempt her if she is not impure. 


In any event, the midrash teaches: Moses was a non-priest, and 
a non-priest may not inspect the shades of leprous marks, which 
contradicts the statement of Rav that Moses was a priest. 


Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: The halakhot of the examination 
of shades of leprous marks are different, because specifically 
Aaron and his sons, and not Moses, are written in the passage 
that discusses them: “Then he shall be brought unto Aaron 
the priest, or unto one of his sons the priests” (Leviticus 13:2). 
Therefore, there is no proof from this baraita that Moses was not 
a priest. 


NOTES 

Who diagnosed and quarantined her - #Y397 3: Unlike 
other forms of ritual impurity, which take effect due to an 
incident, e.g., a bodily emission or contact with an impure 
item, the signs of leprosy do not on their own render a per- 
son impure. A priest must examine the signs and declare 
that the person must be quarantined or is a confirmed 
leper. The purification from leprosy is also effected by the 
priest. 


HALAKHA 


A non-priest may not inspect the leprous marks — px 
D932 ANT Y: Although anyone may inspect another for 
leprosy, its purity and impurity depends only on the pro- 
nouncement of a priest. If a priest does not know how to 
identify leprous marks, one who does know may tell him: 
Pronounce this impure, and the priest says: It is impure. 
Or he may tell him: Pronounce this pure, and the priest 
says: It is pure. The priest must also quarantine or confirm 
a person as a leper; a lepers status depends on the pro- 
nouncement of the priest (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Tumat Tzara‘at 9:2). 


And a relative may not inspect the marks - 3197 px) 
Dwaan ny Ais: The halakha is in accordance with the 
opinion of the Rabbis (Nega‘im 2:5), who say that any priest 
may inspect leprous marks, including a relative of the one 
afflicted. A priest may not inspect only his own leprous 
marks (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Tzara‘at 9:1). 
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BACKGROUND 


Anointed for war - mann mwn: Before the Jewish people 
set out to war, a priest was appointed to perform certain 
duties in connection with the war. This priest, who was inau- 
gurated with special anointing oil, was called: The pries 
anointed for war. He was responsible for reminding those 
exempt from fighting to return home, and for encouraging 
the other soldiers to fight with faith in their mission and trus 
in their Protector, as stated in the Torah (see Deuteronomy, 
chapter 20). The oracular stones in the breastplate that this 
priest wore would be consulted before the army went ou 
to battle. The same prohibitions that apply to a High Pries 
applied to the priest anointed for war, although he did no 
bring the sacrifices brought by a High Priest, and his position 
was not bequeathed to his sons. The institution of the pries 
anointed for war ceased to exist as far back as the beginning 
of the Second Temple period. 


NOTES 


Her son's son Pinehas was the priest anointed for war — 
manda mw mA Ja: In tractate Sota (43a), the Sages derive 

that Pinehas was the priest anointed for war from the verse: 

“And Moses sent them, a thousand of every tribe, to the war, 
them and Pinehas, son of Elazar the priest, to the war, with 

the sacred vessels and the trumpets for the alarm in his hand" 
(Numbers 31:6). 


He will be the priest and you will be the Levite — ,7> x17 
nb TANI: Although Moses performed the Tabernacle service 
in the role of High Priest during the seven days of inaugura- 
tion, this was not because he was a priest, but because he 
had a special command to serve despite being a non-priest. 
He did not wear the garments of a High Priest (see Rashi and 
Tosafot on Avoda Zara 34a). 
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The Gemara raises an objection to Rav’s statement from a 
baraita: Elisheva, the daughter of Amminadav and the wife of 
Aaron, had five more reasons for joy than the other daughters 
of Israel on the day the Tabernacle was dedicated: Her brother- 
in-law, Moses, was a king; her husband, Aaron, was the High 
Priest; her son, Elazar, was the deputy High Priest; her son’s 
son, Pinehas, was the priest anointed for war,™ who would 
lead the army out to battle; and her brother, Nahshon, son of 
Amminadav, was the prince of the tribe of Judah, who brought 
his offering on that day, as the first of all the princes. But on 
that same day of joy she was in mourning for her two sons, 
Nadav and Avihu, who died on that day. 


In any event, the baraita teaches: Her brother-in-law, Moses, 
was a king. From this one can infer that yes, he was a king, but 
he was not a High Priest, contrary to Rav’s statement. The 
Gemara responds: Say that the baraita means: Moses was aking 
as well, in addition to being a High Priest. 


The Gemara comments: The question of whether Moses was a 
High Priest is subject to a dispute among tanna’im, as is taught 
in a baraita: When Moses was at the burning bush and expressed 
hesitation to deliver God’s message to Pharaoh, the verse states: 
“And the anger of the Lord burned against Moses, and He said: 
Is there not Aaron your brother the Levite? I know that he can 
speak well. And also, behold, he comes forth to meet you, and 
when he sees you, he will be glad in his heart” (Exodus 4:14). 
Rabbi Yehoshua ben Korha says: For every burning anger 
that is stated in the Torah, its effect is also stated, i.e., the Torah 
records an action or pronouncement as a consequence of that 
anger, but in this case no effect of the anger is stated. 


Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai says: Even in this case the anger’s 
effect is stated, as it is stated there: “Is there not Aaron your 
brother the Levite? I know that he can speak well.” But isn’t 
Aaron a priest? Why is he referred to as a Levite? This is what 
God is saying to Moses: I initially said that you would be the 
priest and he would be the Levite; now he will be the priest 
and you will be the Levite." 


And the Rabbis say: Moses became a priest for the seven days 

of inauguration alone, and after that his priesthood expired. 
And some say: The priesthood expired only for the descen- 
dants of Moses, but Moses himself remained a priest, as it is 

stated: “But as for Moses the man of God, his sons are named 

among the tribe of Levi” (1 Chronicles 23:14). This verse indi- 
cates that it was his sons who were Levites, but he himself 
remained a priest. And so too the verse states: “Moses and 

Aaron among His priests, and Samuel among them that call 

upon His name, did call upon the Lord, and He answered them” 
(Psalms 99:6). 


The Gemara asks: What is meant by: And so too the verse 
states? Why did the tanna need to cite a second proof? The 
Gemara explains: And if you would say the first verse is written 
only for future generations, to include Moses’ descendants in 
the tribe of Levi but not to exclude him, then there is a second 
proof: And so too, the verse states: “Moses and Aaron among 
His priests.” The statement of Rav that Moses was a High Priest 
is in accordance with the opinion in this baraita. 


The Gemara challenges the statement of Rabbi Yehoshua ben 

Korha: And is it true that for every burning anger that is stated 

in the Torah, its effect is also stated? But isn’t it written with 

regard to Moses: “And he went out from Pharaoh in hot anger” 
(Exodus 11:8)? And Moses did not say anything to Pharaoh. 
Reish Lakish said: Moses slapped him and left. 
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The Gemara challenges: And does Reish Lakish actually say 
this? But isn’t it written: “Go unto Pharaoh in the morning; lo, 
he goes out unto the water; and you shall stand by the river’s 
brink to meet him," and the rod which was turned to a serpent 
shall you take in your hand” (Exodus 7:15); and Reish Lakish 
says: God meant: Pharaoh is a king, and so you should be 
amiable toward him, and Rabbi Yohanan says: God meant: 
Pharaoh is wicked, and so you should be insolent toward him. 
If according to Reish Lakish Moses was commanded to greet 
Pharaoh with respect, how could he say that Moses slapped 
Pharaoh? The Gemara answers: Reverse the names of the 
Sages in this dispute; it is Reish Lakish who says that Moses 
was commanded to be insolent. 


With regard to the respect accorded to a king, Rabbi Yannai 
says: Fear of the kingship should always be upon you," even 
when the king does not deserve respect, as it is written that 
Moses said to Pharaoh: “And all these your servants shall 
come down unto me and bow down unto me, saying: Get 
you out, and all the people that follow you, and after that I will 
go out” (Exodus 11:8). He mentioned Pharaoh’s servants, but 
he did not say this of Pharaoh himself, even though this was 
the eventual outcome. Rather, he spoke to Pharaoh with the 
respect due to a king. 


Rabbi Yohanan says: Derive the principle from here: “And the 
hand of the Lord was on Elijah, and he girded up his loins and 
ran before Ahab" to the entrance of Jezreel” (1 Kings 18:46). 
Elijah the prophet ran before the evil king Ahab out of respect. 


The Gemara continues to discuss the roles of Moses: Ulla says: 
Moses requested that he be given the kingship, but it was 
not given to him, as it is written: “Do not draw hither” (Exo- 
dus 3:5); and the word “hither” refers to nothing other than 
kingship," as it is stated: “Then David the king went in and 
sat before the Lord, and he said: Who am I, O Lord God, 
and what is my house, that You have brought me hither”? 
(u Samuel 7:18). 


Rava raises an objection from the baraita cited earlier: Rabbi 
Yishmael says: Elisheva’s brother-in-law, Moses, was a king. 
This teaches that Moses was in fact granted kingship. Rava said: 
Ulla is saying that Moses did not receive kingship for himself 
and for his descendants, i.e., it was not bequeathed to his sons. 


The Gemara counters: And is it so that anywhere that it is writ- 
ten “hither” the verse is referring to kingship for future genera- 
tions as well? But isn’t it written about the kingship of Saul: 

“They asked of the Lord further: Is there yet aman who comes 

hither” (1 Samuel 10:22), and Saul was indeed a king, but his 

descendants were not. 


The Gemara responds: If you wish, say: There was Ish-Bosheth, 
Saul’s son, who was a king (see 11 Samuel 2:10), indicating that 
Saul’s kingship did pass to his son. And if you wish, say instead: 
Saul is different, because the kingship did not stand even for 
himself, and this is why it did not pass on to his descendants. 


The second response is in accordance with that which Rabbi 
Elazar says that Rabbi Hanina says: When greatness is appor- 
tioned to a person in Heaven, it is apportioned to him and to 
his descendants until the end of all generations, as it is stated: 
“He withdraws not His eyes from the righteous; but with 
kings upon the throne He sets them forever, and they are 
exalted” (Job 36:7). But if he then became arrogant, the Holy 
One, Blessed be He, humiliates him, as is stated in the next 
verse: “And if they be bound in fetters, and be held in cords 
of affliction” (Job 36:8). This was the case with Saul. 


NOTES 

And you shall stand by the river's brink to meet him - naxn1 
wen naw by ime: The term used here for “stand” [veni 
tzavta] is employed to connote standing before a king, e.g., 
in the verse that states: “You are standing [nitzavim] this day 
all of you before the Lord your God" (Deuteronomy 29:9). 
But the term also has a sense of standing in defiance, as in 
the verse: “And Dathan and Abiram came out, and stood 
[nitzavim] at the door of their tents” (Numbers 16:27). 


Fear of the kingship should always be upon you — aod 
poy maba nay Kan: It is stated: If not for the fear of the 
government, a man would swallow his neighbor alive (Avot 
3:2). Furthermore, kingship in this world is comparable to the 


kingship in heaven, so making light of the honor of a king is 
similar to disrespecting God (Maharsha). 
And ran before Ahab - arm nob YP: Elijah did this to 


escort Ahab, as it is not honorable for a king to walk alone 
(Rashi). Radak explains that part of a king's honor is people 
running before him (see | Kings 1:5 and Sanhedrin 95b). 


And hither refers to nothing other than kingship - pX) 
maby Kb obn: The verse does not use the usual word: Here 
[po], but the unusual word “hither (halom];" which is used in 
contexts of kingship and grandeur (Maharsha). The Sages 
also use the term halom to mean that something is worthy 
or appropriate (see Avoda Zara 44a). 
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§ The mishna teaches: Blemished priests, whether they are 
temporarily blemished or permanently blemished, receive a 
share and partake of offerings, but do not sacrifice them. The 
Gemara explains: From where are these matters derived? 
As the Sages taught in a baraita: The verse states with regard 
to the meal offering: “Every male among the sons of Aaron 
shall eat it” (Leviticus 6:11). The phrase “every male” serves 
to include blemished priests. 


The Gemara clarifies: For what matter is this derivation 
necessary? If one suggests it is for the matter of consumption, 
it is already stated explicitly: “Any man of the seed of Aaron 
the priest who has a blemish... He may eat the bread of 
his God, of the most sacred, and of the sacred” (Leviticus 
21:21-22). Rather, Leviticus 6:11 is necessary for the matter 
of receiving a share, teaching that blemished priests may 
do so along with the other priests. This is the source for the 
mishna’s statement. 


It is taught in another baraita: The verse states with regard 
to the sin offering: “Every male among the priests may eat 
thereof” (Leviticus 6:22). The phrase “every male” serves to 
include blemished priests. The Gemara explains: For what 
matter is this derivation necessary? If one suggests it is for 
the matter of consumption, isn’t that already stated in Leviti- 
cus, chapter 21? If one suggests it is for the matter of receiving 
a share, isn’t that already stated in verse 6:11? Rather, the 
verse is necessary because one might have thought that I 
have derived only the halakha with regard to a priest who 
was at first unblemished and later became blemished. From 
where is it derived that one blemished from birth also receives 
a share? The verse states here: “Every male.” 


It is taught in another baraita: The verse states with regard 
to the guilt offering: “Every male among the priests may eat 
thereof” (Leviticus 7:6). The phrase “every male” serves to 
include a blemished priest. The Gemara explains: For what 
matter is this derivation necessary? If one suggests it is for 
the matter of eating, isn’t that already stated? And if one sug- 
gests it is for the matter of receiving a share, isn’t that already 
stated? And if one suggests it is for a priest blemished from 
birth, isn’t that already stated? Rather, the verse is necessary 
because one might have thought that I have derived only the 
halakha with regard to a permanently blemished priest. From 
where is it derived that a temporarily blemished priest also 
receives a share? The verse states here: “Every male.” 


The Gemara objects: Isn’t it the opposite [kelapei layya]?' 
Wouldn't Ihave thought that a priest with a permanent blemish 
would be treated more stringently than one with a temporary 
blemish? Rav Sheshet said: Reverse the wording as follows: 
One might have thought that I have derived only the halakha 
with regard to a priest with a temporary blemish; from where 
is it derived that one with a permanent blemish also receives 
a share? 


Rav Ashi said: Actually, do not reverse the wording, and this 
is not difficult. It was necessary to teach that even a priest with 
a temporary blemish receives a share, because it might enter 
your mind to say 


LANGUAGE 


Isn't it the opposite [kelapei layya] - xo 1903: This expres- understanding. Some commentaries had a different version 


sion, kelapei layya, is usually understood to mean literally: 
Facing which way? In other words, in which direction do 
you face, or how do you understand this matter, as your 


of the text, in which the expression read kelapei alya, liter- 
ally: Facing the tail, i.e., the statement is focusing on the tail 
instead of the head. 


understanding appears to be the opposite of the correct 
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that the halakha of this priest is like that of a ritually impure priest: 
Just as an impure priest may not partake as long as he is not pure, 
so too, this priest with a temporary blemish may not partake as long 
as he does not become fit." The verse therefore teaches us that he 
may receive a share even before his blemish heals. 


§ The mishna teaches: The principle is: Any priest who is unfit for 
the service that day does not receive a share of the sacrificial meat. 
The Gemara objects: But doesn’t he? Isn’t there a blemished priest, 
who is not fit for the service and who nevertheless receives a share 
of the meat, as the mishna itself teaches? And furthermore, this 
principle indicates that only priests unfit for the service do not receive 
a share, but any priest who is fit for the service does receive a share. 
But isn’t there an impure priest, who, with regard to offerings of 
the community, is fit for the service, and who nevertheless does 
not receive a share? 


The Gemara answers: The mishna is saying that any priest who is 
not fit for partaking of sacrificial meat does not receive a share." 
Blemished priests may partake of sacrificial meat, and impure priests 
may not. 


The Gemara objects: This indicates that any priest who is fit to partake 

may receive a share. But isn’t there is a minor, who is fit for partak- 
ing and who does not receive a share? The Gemara answers: This 

inverse principle, that any priest who is fit to partake may receive a 

share, is not taught. The mishna means to teach only that any priest 
who is unfit does not receive a share. 


The Gemara notes: Now that you have arrived at this conclusion, 
that the mishna’s statement only teaches what it says explicitly, one 
can say that the mishna actually means what the Gemara said at the 
outset, that no priest unfit for the service receives a share. If one 
raises an objection with regard to an impure priest, who is fit for the 
service of communal offerings but does not receive a share, answer 
that the mishna does not teach that every fit priest, even an impure 
one, receives a share, only the inverse. And if you raise an objection 
with regard to a blemished priest, who is unfit for the service but 
nevertheless receives a share, answer that the Merciful One included 
him as an exception by the phrase: Every male, as derived above 
(102a). 


§ The mishna teaches: Even if the priest was ritually impure only at 
the time of the sprinkling of the blood of the offering, and he was 
pure at the time of the burning of the fats, he still does not receive 
a share of the meat. The Gemara notes: Consequently, one can infer 
that a priest who was pure at the time of the sprinkling of the blood, 
even one who was impure at the time of the burning of the fats, 
does receive a share. 


The Gemara comments: The mishna is not in accordance with the 
opinion of Abba Shaul, as it is taught in a baraita: Abba Shaul says: 
A priest never partakes,! i.e., receives a share, of sacrificial meat, 
unless he is pure from the time of sprinkling until the time of 
the burning of the fats, as the verse states: “He among the sons of 
Aaron who sacrifices the blood of the peace offerings and the fat" 
shall have the right thigh for a portion” (Leviticus 7:33). The verse 
requires that the priest be pure even at the time of the burning of 
the fats. 


HALAKHA 


A priest never partakes, etc. - no doi ivy obiyd: Apriest does statement of Abba Shaul, because the discussion of the Gemara 


not receive a share of the sacrificial meat unless he is pure and 
fit for the service from the time of sprinkling until the time of 


follows his opinion (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKor- 
banot 10:21). 


the burning of the fats. The halakha is in accordance with the 


NOTES 


He may not partake as long as he does not become 
fit- Yax xb pma xt map: A priest with a permanent 
blemish may partake of sacrificial meat, because the 
Torah had compassion on him for not having any rem- 
edy (Rashi on 102a). 


The mishna is saying any priest not fit for partaking 
of sacrificial meat does not receive a share — ‘7 
wax? Trax: Although the mishna states: Any priest 
who is unfit for the service, it should be understood to 
mean: Any priest who is unfit to partake at the time of 
the service (see 99b). 


Who sacrifices the blood of the peace offerings and 
the fat - abn me) oyw oF nx spin: The reason- 
ing of the tanna of the mishna is that the essential rite 
of an offering is the sprinkling of the blood, whereas 
he burning of the fats does not disqualify the offer- 
ing if omitted (Sefat Emet). Furthermore, the halakha 
hat a priest must be fit in order to receive a share o 
sacrificial meat was derived on 99a from the verse: “The 
priest who effects atonement shall eat it” (Leviticus 
6:19), and the sprinkling of the blood is the atonement. 
Rashi writes that according to this tanna, the term “and 
he fat” (Leviticus 7:33) cited here by Abba Shaul is no 
meant to teach a halakha about the meat of offerings; 
rather, it teaches the halakha that any priest who does 
not believe in the mitzva of the Temple service is unfi 
to partake of sacrificial meat (see Hullin 132b). 
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HALAKHA 


The priest became impure between the sprin- 
kling and the burning of the fats - 0”nya Kav): 
In a case where the priest became impure after the 
sprinkling and became pure again before the burn- 
ing of the fats, it is uncertain if he receives a share of 
the sacrificial meat, as the dilemma is not resolved 
in the Gemara. If he seizes a portion of the meat, 
it is not taken away (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 10:22). 


NOTES 


You can contend by way of a story — m3: Rabbi 
Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, is explaining why the 
Torah states three times that only a priest fit for 
service receives a share in the sacrificial meat: With 
regard to a meal offering, a sin offering, and the 
breast and thigh of a peace offering. He explains 
hrough a dialogue that each of these offerings has 
an aspect that allows its halakha to be derived logi- 
cally from another offering, and another aspect that 
prevents a logical derivation. Therefore, the Torah 
must teach the halakha in each case (Malbim). 


Where your right is superior in the case of your 
own sin offering - Jnxwna INS Tw: A priest may 
sacrifice his own offerings at any time, and has the 
right to the meat and hides, as taught in a midrash 
cited by Rashi. This is the halakha for any offering; 
a sin offering is mentioned here specifically only 
because it is the example under discussion (Sefer 
HayYashar). 
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Rav Ashi raises a dilemma: According to the opinion of Abba Shaul, 
in a case where the priest became impure between the sprinkling 
of the blood and the burning of the fats" but became pure again 
before the latter, what is the halakha? Do we require only that he 
be pure both at the time of sprinkling and at the time of the burn- 
ing of the fats, and there is purity at these times? Or perhaps Abba 
Shaul meant that the priest may not receive a share in the meat 
unless he is pure from the time of sprinkling until the time of the 
burning of the fats, without interruption. The Gemara concludes: 
The dilemma shall stand unresolved. 


§ The mishna teaches that an impure priest who immersed that 
day, such that he will not be pure until sunset, and likewise an 
acute mourner and one who has not yet brought an atonement 
offering, do not receive a share of sacrificial meat in order to partake 
of it in the evening. Rava says: I learned this halakha from Rabbi 
Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, who said in the bathroom: You 
can contend by way of a story: A priest who immersed that day 
came and said to a pure priest of the same patrilineal priestly family 
serving in the Temple that day, who was apportioning the sacrificial 
food: Give me a share of a meal offering, and I will partake of it 
in the evening. 


The pure priest said an a fortiori inference to him: Just as with 
regard to a matter where your right is superior, i.e., in the case of 
your own sin offering," to which you have a right even when your 
family is not serving in the Temple, I can nevertheless deny you a 
share of the sin offering of an Israelite because you immersed 
today; is it not logical that with regard to a matter where your 
right is inferior, i.e., in the case of your own meal offering, as 
the meal offering of a priest is not eaten at all, that I can deny you 
a share of the meal offering of an Israelite? 


The priest who immersed that day responded: But even if you can 
deny me a share of the sin offering of an Israelite on the day I 
immersed, perhaps this is since just as my right is superior in the 
case of my own sin offering, so too, your right is superior in the 
case of your own sin offering. If so, is it necessarily so that you 
can refuse me a share of the meal offering of an Israelite, where 
just as my right is inferior, so your right is inferior, as neither of 
us may eat from our own meal offerings? 


The pure priest responded: The verse states: “And every meal offer- 
ing that is baked in the oven, and all that is dressed in the stewing 
pan, and on the griddle, shall be the priest’s that offers it” (Leviti- 
cus 7:9). If you wish to receive a share of a meal offering, come 
sacrifice and partake of one. Since you cannot sacrifice a meal 
offering, having immersed only today, neither can you receive a 
share. 


The priest who immersed that day made another demand: Give 
me a share of the sin offering of an Israelite, and I will partake 
of it in the evening when I am pure. 


‘The pure priest said to him: Just as with regard to a matter where 
my right is inferior, i.e., in the case of my own meal offering, which 
is not eaten, I can deny you a share of the meal offering of an 
Israelite, as I explained; so too, is it not logical that with regard 
to a matter where my right is superior, i.e., in the case of my own 
sin offering, to which I have a right even when my family is not 
serving in the Temple, I can deny you a share of the sin offering 
of an Israelite? 


The priest who immersed that day said to him: But if you can deny 
me a share of the meal offering of an Israelite, where just as your 
right is inferior, so too my right is inferior, is it necessarily so that 
you can deny me a share of the sin offering of an Israelite, where 
just as your right is superior in the case of your own sin offering, 
so too my right is superior in the case of my own sin offering? 
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The pure priest responded: The verse states with regard to the sin 
offering: “The priest who effects atonement shall eat it” (Leviticus 
6:19). If you wish to receive a share of a sin offering, come effect 
atonement and partake of one. Since you cannot perform the ser- 
vice of a sin offering, having immersed only today, you cannot receive 
a share in its meat either. 


The priest who immersed that day made another demand, and said 
to him: Give me a share of the breast and thigh, the portions that 
priests receive of peace offerings, and I will partake of it in the 
evening when I am pure. 


The pure priest said to him: Just as with regard to a matter where 
your right is superior, i.e., in the case of your own sin offering, to 
which you have a right to its meat in its entirety, I can deny you a 
share of the sin offering of an Israelite, as I explained, so too is it 
not logical that with regard to a matter where your right is inferior, 
i.e. in the case of a peace offering, of which you have only the 
right to a share of the breast and thigh, I can deny you a share? 


The priest who immersed that day responded: But if you can deny 

mea share ofa sin offering, where my right is inferior with regard 

to my wives and my slaves, as a sin offering can be consumed only 
by male priests, is it necessarily so that you can deny me a share 

of the breast and thigh of a peace offering, where my right is supe- 
rior with regard to my wives and my slaves, who may also partake 

of them? 


The pure priest responded: The verse states with regard to the peace 
offering: “It shall be the priest’s that sprinkles the blood of the 
peace offerings against the altar” (Leviticus 7:14). If you wish to 
partake ofa peace offering, come sprinkle its blood and partake of 
it. Since you cannot perform this service, having immersed only 
today, you cannot receive a share of its meat either. 


The story concludes: The priest who immersed that day left in disap- 
pointment, with his a fortiori inferences upon his head, as they did 

not help him. And along with him walked an acute mourner on his 

right" and a priest who had not yet brought an atonement offering 

on his left. They too were denied shares, because they were unfit for 
the Temple service. 


Rav Ahai refutes this: Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, could 
have added to the contentions described in the story. Let the priest 
who immersed that day say to the pure priest: Give me a share ofa 
firstborn offering," and I will partake of it in the evening. 


Perhaps it is because the pure priest could say to him: Just as with 
regard to a sin offering, where my right is inferior with regard to 
my wives and my slaves, since it may be eaten only by male priests, 
I can nevertheless deny you a share of the sin offering of an Israelite, 
as I explained; so too is it not logical that with regard to a first- 
born, where my right is superior because all of its meat is mine, 
as firstborn offerings are given to a specific priest, I can deny you 
a share of it? 


But the priest who immersed that day could respond: But if you 
can deny me a share of a sin offering, where just as your right is 
inferior, so is my right inferior; is it necessarily so that you can 
deny me a share ofa firstborn offering, where just as your right is 
superior, so my right is superior? 


The pure priest could respond: The verse says with regard to a first- 
born offering: “You shall sprinkle their blood on the altar and shall 
make their fat smoke for an offering made by fire, for a pleasing 
aroma to the Lord. And the flesh of them shall be yours, as the 
breast and as the thigh, it shall be yours” (Numbers 18:17-18). If you 
wish to receive a share in the meat of a firstborn, come sprinkle its 
blood and partake of it. Why did Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, 
not include this exchange as another stage in his story? 
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NOTES 


An acute mourner on his right — 4397291 pN: 
The acute mourner walked on the right be- 
cause the halakha is stricter with regard to 
him, as he may not partake of sacrificial meat 
even after nightfall. The priest who had not 
yet brought an atonement offering walked on 
his left because the halakha is more lenient 
with regard to him, as he may partake of sac- 
rificial meat as soon as he completes his puri- 
fication process and does not need to wait for 
nightfall (Malbim; see Korban Aharon). 


Give mea share of a firstborn offering - b fal 
isan: The owner of a firstborn offering can 
give it to any priest of his choosing to eat. 
The Gemara discusses whether he may give 
it to a priest who has immersed on the day 
the offering is slaughtered. 
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HALAKHA 


Except the bathhouse and the bathroom - ynvaa yin 
KDT MA: It is prohibited to contemplate matters of 
Torah in a bathhouse, bathroom, or place that has feces 
or urine, in accordance with the statement of Rabbi 
Yohanan. The Beit Yosef writes, citing Rabbeinu Manoah, 
hat if a person's Torah learning arises naturally in his 
mind, he has not violated a prohibition. He should push 
he thoughts from his mind ab initio. Some commentar- 
ies rule that once he contemplates Torah involuntarily, he 
may also say his thoughts out loud, as the Gemara states 
hat Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, did. Others rule 
hat when Rava said that Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shi- 
mon, stated this story, he meant that he contemplated it 
(Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Keriat Shema 3:4; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 85:2 and Mishna Berura there). 


Perek XII 
Daf103 Amuda 


HALAKHA 


Any burnt offering for which the altar did not acquire 
its flesh, etc. -^3 mwaa Manan nat xbw Sp: With regard 
to any burnt offering for which the altar did not acquire 
its flesh, the priests did not acquire its hide, as taught 
in the mishna (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
Hakorbanot 5:19). 


A burnt offering that was slaughtered not for its sake, 
etc. -13 maw Kow aynwaw mip: If an offering of the 
most sacred order was “slaughtered not for its sake but 
for the sake of another offering, then despite the fact that 
the offering did not satisfy the obligation of its owner, the 
hide goes to the priest. If an offering of lesser sanctity was 
slaughtered not for its sake, the hide goes to the owner 
of the offering (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 19:9). 


The hides of offerings of lesser sanctity belong to the 
owners, etc. -1310'ya Dyp mwt nitty: The hides of 
offerings of the most sacted order belong to the priests, 
whether they are from individual or communal offer- 
ings. The hide of an offering of lesser sanctity belongs 
to the owner (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
Hakorbanot 5:19). 


226 


ZEVAHIM ' PEREK XII: 103A: 3p 74" pa 


rid nwar ana a: PP TPN 
boy an "ype away rpi 
anx DEN 


The Gemara responds: But the other priest, the one who immersed 
that day, could refute this proof: Is it written: And the flesh of 
them shall be for the priest who sprinkles, as is written with regard 
to a meal offering, a sin offering, and a peace offering? Rather, it is 


written: “And the flesh of them shall be yours,” indicating that it 
can be given even to a priest other than the one who sacrificed it. 
This is why Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, did not include this 
exchange in his story. 
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The Gemara returns to Rava’s statement that Rabbi Elazar, son of 
Rabbi Shimon, taught this halakha in the bathroom. And how did 
Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, do this? But doesn’t Rabba bar 
bar Hana say that Rabbi Yohanan says: It is permitted to contem- 
plate matters of Torah in all places except the bathhouse and the 


bathroom?" The Gemara answers: A case where the matter was 
involuntary is different. Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, was 
so preoccupied by the issue that he taught it even though he was in 


the bathroom. 


- mwa nang na w bs 019 
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MI S HN A In the case of any burnt offering for which 


the altar did not acquire its flesh, e.g., if it 


was disqualified prior to the sprinkling of its blood, the priests 
did not acquire its hide,” as it is stated with regard to the burnt 


offering: “And the priest that sacrifices a man’s burnt offering, the 
priest shall have to himself the hide of the burnt offering that he has 
sacrificed” (Leviticus 7:8), indicating that the priest acquires only 
the hide of a burnt offering that satisfied the obligation ofa man." 
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Nevertheless, in a case of a burnt offering that was slaughtered not 
for its sake" but for the sake of another offering, although it did 
not satisfy the obligation of the owner, its hide goes to the priests. 
In addition, although the verse states: “A man’s burnt offering,” in 
the case of both the burnt offering of a man and the burnt offering 


of a woman, their hides go to the priests. 
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The hides of offerings of lesser sanctity belong to the owners;" 
the hides of offerings of the most sacred order belong to the 
priests. The right of priests to hides of offerings of the most sacred 
order is derived via an a fortiori inference: If for a burnt offering, 
for which the priests do not acquire its flesh, as it is burned in 
its entirety, they acquire its hide, then for other offerings of the 
most sacred order, for which the priests acquire its flesh, is it not 


right that they should acquire its hide? And there is no room to 
contend that the altar will prove that this is not a valid inference, as 
it acquires the flesh of a burnt offering but not its hide, since it does 
not have the right to the hide of an offering in any place." 


A burnt offering that satisfied the obligation [alta] of a man - 
vod nnwy mhiy: This derivation teaches that the offering must 
satisfy the obligation of the one who brought it, not only that the 
altar acquire the flesh of the offering. How does this serve as proof 
or the principle taught in the mishna? It seems from the baraita 
cited in the Gemara that the proof is not from the derivation 
itself but from the continuation: In the case of a burnt offering 
hat was slaughtered not for its sake but for the sake of another 
offering, although it did not satisfy the obligation of its owner, 
its hide goes to the priests. The baraita derives this principle 
rom verses. 
Other commentaries explain that the derivation does support 
he first principle taught in the mishna. In the Rambam's Com- 
mentary on the Mishna, he explains that the word “alta” should 


NOTES 


be translated as going up to the top of the altar, not as satisfying 
an obligation. The Melekhet Shlomo adds that the word “man 
[ish] should be read here as: An offering brought by fire [esh] 
on the altar. 


Since it does not have the right to the hide of an offering in 
any place - Dipy baa sty 1 pw: If the altar had the right to 
the hides of any Offering, then from the fact that it acquires the 
flesh of the burnt offering but not the hide, one could prove that 
priests as well do not have the right to the hides of offerings of 
the most sacred order. The altar does not have the right to the 
hides of any offering at all, and the Torah explicitly gives the 
priests the right to the hides of burnt offerings, so there is no 
proof from one case to the other. 
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G E M ARA The Sages taught in a baraita: The phrase 


a man’s burnt offering” in the verse men- 
tioned above serves to exclude the burnt offering of consecrated 
property," meaning that the priests do not acquire the hides of such 
offerings. This is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda. Rabbi Yosei, 
son of Rabbi Yehuda, says: The phrase serves to exclude the 
burnt offering of converts. 


The Gemara clarifies: What does Rabbi Yehuda mean when he says 
that the phrase serves to exclude the burnt offering of conse- 
crated property? Rabbi Hiyya bar Yosef says: He means it serves 
to exclude a burnt offering that comes from property that was 
left over. For example, if an animal consecrated as a guilt offering 
remains alive after its owner has achieved atonement by sacrificing 
another animal, the owner must wait until it acquires a blemish 
and then sell it. The proceeds are used to purchase a communal gift 
offering, which is sacrificed when there are no other offerings to 
be burned on the altar (see Temura 20b). Because it is a communal 
offering, it is not considered a man’s burnt offering, and the priests 
therefore have no right to the hide. 


The Gemara asks: This works out well according to the one who 
says: Leftover consecrated property goes toward communal gift 
offerings. But according to the one who says: Leftover conse- 
crated property goes toward an individual’s gift offering, what 
can be said? As this is a man’s burnt offering, the priests should 
have a right to the hides. 


The Gemara answers: According to that opinion, the halakha is as 
Rava says: The verse states: “And the priest shall kindle wood on 
it every morning; and he shall lay the burnt offering in order upon 
it” (Leviticus 6:5). The verse states: “The burnt offering,” with the 
definite article, to teach that the daily burnt offering is the first 
burnt offering sacrificed each day in the Temple. Here too, the 
verse states: “The priest shall have to himself the hide of the burnt 
offering which he has offered,” to teach that the priest acquires the 
hide of a first burnt offering, i.e., an animal that was initially des- 
ignated as a burnt offering, but not of a burnt offering purchased 
from proceeds left over from another offering. 


Rabbi Aivu says that Rabbi Yannai says: Rabbi Yehuda’s statement 

can be interpreted differently. The phrase “a man’s burnt offering” 
serves to exclude a case of one who consecrates a burnt offering 

for Temple maintenance." Since the owner seeks to shift its 

ownership to the Temple, the priests have no right to its hides. 


The Gemara comments: It is not necessary to teach this halakha 
according to the one who says that consecration for Temple 
maintenance applies by Torah law to offerings already conse- 
crated to the altar, as the animal in fact ceases to belong to the 
individual, and the priests clearly have no claim to its hide. Rather, 
even according to the one who says that it does not apply by 
Torah law, because the offering is already consecrated for the 
altar, this matter applies only to the meat; but as for the hide, 
the consecration for Temple maintenance applies and nullifies 
the priests’ claim to it. 


NOTES 


One who consecrates a burnt offering for Temple mainte- 
nance - man pw aby wam: This is known as consecration 
by valuation (see Temura 32a). An offering that is consecrated for 
the altar must be sacrificed on the altar. Therefore, if an animal 
consecrated as an offering is then consecrated for Temple main- 
tenance, its monetary value is appraised, and the owner pays that 
amount to the Temple treasury. 

The monetary value of the burnt offering is appraised as 


follows. If the owner consecrated the animal as a vow offering, 
in which case he is obligated to pay restitution if the animal dies 
or is stolen, then he pays the full value of the animal. If he conse- 
crated the animal as a gift offering, in which case he is exempt if 
the animal dies or is stolen, then he pays the monetary value of 
his benefit of discretion, i.e., his discretion to give the offering to 
any priest of his choice (see Arakhin 28b). 


HALAKHA 
To exclude the burnt offering of consecrated property — 
wp mbiy) bis: If one consecrates a burnt offering for 
Temple maintenance, or if one consecrates all his prop- 
erty, including an animal that is fit for a burnt offering, 
then the priest does not acquire the hide of the burnt 
offering. Rather, the hide is sold, and the money is allo- 
cated for Temple maintenance. This is in accordance with 
the statement of Rabbi Yehuda and its interpretation by 
Rabbi Yannai and Rav Hamnuna (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 5:21). 
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NOTES 


Six boxes for communal gift offerings - maw mow: 
As described in tractate Shekalim (6:5), there were thir- 
teen collection boxes in the Temple. They were referred 
to as horns because they were narrow at the top to 
prevent people from reaching inside. The Mishna details 
how the funds from the various boxes were allocated, 
including six boxes whose funds went to communal gift 
offerings. See tractate Menahot (107b), where the Sages 
discuss why there were six collection boxes. 


That the priests have no right to the hide — 17 Kow 
Aya pRa DaT: Some ask what is done with the 
hide. They answer that it is sold, and the funds go to 
purchasing a communal burnt offering to be sacrificed 
when there are no other offerings on the altar (Shita 
Mekubbetzet). 


The interpretation of Jehoiada the priest — bw iwm 
{127 y pim: Jehoiada was the High Priest during the 
reign of Jehoash, who reformed the system of collection 
and maintenance in the Temple (see 11 Kings 12:5-17). The 
verse there states: “The money for guilt offerings and the 
money for sin offerings was not brought into the House 
of the Lord; it was for the priests” (II Kings 12:17). The verse 
cannot be interpreted according to its literal meaning, 
that money dedicated for offerings was given to the 
priests. Rather, money that was left over after purchasing 
sin offerings and guilt offerings was used to purchase 
burnt offerings, and the priests acquired their hides. 
The mishna explains (Shekalim 6:6) that Jehoiada 
interpreted the verse: “It is a guilt offering; he is certainly 
guilty before the Lord” (Leviticus 5:19), which contains 
an apparent contradiction, as, if it is a guilt offering, it 
belongs to the priests (see Leviticus 7:7), yet the offering 
is “before the Lord” Jehoiada explained that this verse 
refers to money left over from purchasing a guilt offering, 
which is used to purchase a burnt offering. Its flesh goes 
on the altar to the Lord and its hide goes to the priests. 


And he shall bring burnt offerings with their pro- 
ceeds - nibiy pata wan: He does not bring the 
female animals themselves as peace offerings. Rabbi 
Yehoshua holds that when one apportions his property 
without specifying, the assumption is that he wants 
everything to go entirely to God, with no portion going 
to the priests. Therefore, the female animals are not 
sacrificed themselves as peace offerings, whose meat is 
shared by the owner and the priests. Rather, the owner 
sells the female animals to others for them to use as 
peace offerings, then uses the money to purchase burnt 
offerings, which are consumed entirely on the altar. 


HALAKHA 


Six boxes for communal gift offerings - maw mow: 
There were thirteen collection boxes in the Temple, 
shaped like horns. The last six of them were designated 
for money that was left over after purchasing offerings: 
The eighth for money left over after purchasing sin offer- 
ings, the ninth for money left over after purchasing guilt 
offerings, etc. All the money in these six boxes was used 
to purchase animals for burnt offerings, and their hides 
went to the priests like all burnt offerings (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shekalim 2:3 and Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 5:9). 


If one consecrates his property — Yo) wpa: If one 
consecrates all his animals, or all his property, without 
specifying for what purpose, then they are consecrated 
for Temple maintenance. Of the unblemished animals 
that are fit for offerings, the males are sold for the 
purpose of being sacrificed as burnt offerings, and the 
females are sold for the purpose of being sacrificed as 
peace offerings. The money from the sale is allocated 
for Temple maintenance. The halakha is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, because Rabbi Akiva 
ruled in accordance with his opinion in tractate Shekalim 
(Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Arakhin 5:7 and Radbaz 
there). 
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The Gemara returns to the explanation of Rabbi Hiyya bar Yosef 
and comments: And so says Rav Nahman that Rabba bar Avuh 
says: The phrase “a man’s burnt offering” serves to exclude a burnt 
offering that comes from property that was left over. 


Rav Hamnuna said to Rav Nahman: In accordance with whose 
statement is your opinion? It is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehuda. But didn’t Rabbi Yehuda retract this statement? 
As it is taught in a baraita: The mishna in tractate Shekalim (6:5) 
states that the Temple had six collection boxes shaped like horns, 
for communal gift offerings." These funds would go toward burnt 
offerings that come from money that was left over. For example, 
if someone dedicated money to purchasing an offering, and after 
his purchase some of the sum remained, he would put it in these 
boxes. The halakha is that the priests have no right to the hide of 
such an offering." This is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda. 


Rabbi Nehemya said to Rabbi Yehuda, and some say that Rabbi 
Shimon said to him: If so, you have nullified the interpretation 
of Jehoiada the priest." As it is taught in a mishna (Shekalim 6:6) 
that Jehoiada the priest taught this interpretation: The verse 
states: “It is a guilt offering; he is certainly guilty before the 
Lord” (Leviticus 5:19). The phrase “before the Lord” teaches that 
if any money comes on account of a sin offering or on account 
of a guilt offering, i.e., it is left over after their purchase, burnt 
offerings must be purchased with it, and their flesh must be 
burned on the altar to the Lord. But its hide shall go to the priests. 
Rabbi Yehuda did not respond, indicating that he conceded that 
the hides of such offerings go to the priests. 


Rav Nahman said to Rav Hamnuna: But how does the Master 
interpret the phrase: “A man’s burnt offering,” as meaning? Rav 
Hamnuna said to him: I interpret it as referring to one who 
consecrates all his property, including animals fit for burnt offer- 
ings. If these animals are later sacrificed as burnt offerings, the 
priests do not acquire the hides, since the offerings are consecrated 


property. 


And this is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua, 
as we learned in a mishna (Shekalim 4:7): If one consecrates his 
property" without specifying the purpose, generally speaking, it 
goes toward Temple maintenance. But if among it were animals 
fit to be sacrificed on the altar, either male or female, then Rabbi 
Eliezer says: Animals that are fit for offerings must be sacrificed. 
Therefore, the male animals shall be sold for the purpose of 
burnt offerings to those who need to bring such offerings, and 
the female animals, which cannot be brought as burnt offerings, 
shall be sold for the purpose of peace offerings to those who 
need to bring such offerings. And because they were consecrated 
for Temple maintenance, their proceeds shall be allocated with 
the rest of the person's property for Temple maintenance. 


Rabbi Yehoshua says: The donor intended that all animals fit for 
sacrifice be brought as burnt offerings, and the rest of his property 
be given for Temple maintenance. Therefore, the males shall be 
sacrificed themselves as burnt offerings; and the females shall 
be sold for the purpose of being sacrificed as peace offerings, and 
he shall bring burnt offerings with their proceeds;" and the rest 
of his property shall be allocated for Temple maintenance. 


Rav Hamnuna explains: And even according to the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehoshua, who says that a person divides his consecrated 
property, as he rules that the animals are themselves sacrificed 
while the other property is given for Temple maintenance, this 
statement applies specifically to the flesh, which is fit to be burned 
on the altar; but as for the hide, which is not, the fund for Temple 
maintenance acquires it from the outset, and the priests therefore 
have no right to it. This is the halakha that Rabbi Yehuda derives 
from the phrase “a man’s burnt offering.” 
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The baraita states: Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, says: The 
phrase “a man’s burnt offering” serves to exclude the burnt offering 
of converts. The priests do not acquire the hides of such offerings. 
Rav Simai bar Hilkai said to Ravina: Is that to say that a convert 
is not included in the category ofa man? Ravina said to him: Rabbi 
Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, meant that the verse serves to exclude 
the burnt offering of a convert who died and has no heirs." The 
offering has no owner, and therefore the priests do not acquire its 


hide. 


§ The Sages taught in a baraita: The verse states: “And the priest 
that offers a man’s burnt offering, the priest shall have to himself 
the hide of the burnt offering that he has sacrificed” (Leviticus 7:8). 
From this verse I have derived the halakha only with regard to a 
man’s burnt offering, i.e., that of a born-Jewish male. From where 
is the same derived with regard to the burnt offering of converts, 
women, or Canaanite slaves?" The verse states: “The hide of the 
burnt offering,’’ and it thereby included these as well. 


And if so, why must the verse state: “A man’s burnt offering”? It 
serves to teach that the priests acquire the hide only of a burnt 
offering that satisfied the obligation of a man," i.e., to exclude a 
burnt offering that was slaughtered with the intention of consum- 
ing it beyond its designated time or outside its designated area" 
and was thereby disqualified. The verse teaches that the priests 
have no right to the hide of such an offering. 


One might have thought that I include a burnt offering that was 
not slaughtered for its own sake but for the sake of another offering. 
Since it does not satisfy the obligation of the owner, 


NOTES 


A convert who died and has no heirs — mwai b PRI Taw 73: 
A typical born Jew certainly has heirs. If he has no children, his 
father inherits from him; if his father is not alive, his brothers inherit 
from him; if he has no brothers, his father’s brothers inherit from 
him, and so on. But a convert no longer has any legal connection 
to his original biological family, so if he has no children, he has no 
heirs. In that case, his property becomes ownerless, and anyone 
who seizes it acquires it. 


The burnt offering of converts, women, or slaves - 0°73 nbiy 
07221 OwWa: Rashi removes converts from this list, as Rabbi Yosei, 
son of Rabbi Yehuda, taught that a convert is included in the 
phrase “a man’s burnt offering.’ Others write that converts are 
listed here out of a habit of language even though they do not 
belong, as they are frequently mentioned together with women 
and slaves in Torat Kohanim (Rabbi Shimshon of Saens on Torat 
Kohanim). The Ra’avad writes that this refers to a convert who 
died without heirs, and this tanna disagrees with Rabbi Yosei, 
son of Rabbi Yehuda, and holds that the priests acquire the hide 
of that convert’s burnt offering. 

The Kesef Mishne writes that the Rambam's text of the Gemara 


The burnt offering of converts, women, or slaves - 0°73 nbiy 
0724) Dw: The hide of a burnt offering goes to the priests, 
whether it was brought by a man, woman, Canaanite slave, or 
gentile, as taught in Rambam's version of the baraita, which lists 
gentiles instead of converts (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HakKorbanot 5:19 and Kesef Mishne there). 


HALAKHA 


reads: Gentiles, instead of converts. That is, if a gentile brings a 
burnt offering, the priests acquire the hide. The Mahari Kurkus 
writes that the text of the Rambam should be emended to read: 
Converts. 

Slaves are included together with women because they are 
compared through a verbal analogy between the terms “to her 
(Leviticus 19:20) and “to her” (Deuteronomy 24:3), teaching that 
they share the same halakhot (Tosafot). 


” 


The verse states: The hide of the burnt offering - 3y ab ainda 
abaya: The verse could have simply stated: Its hide, as it is already 
discussing the burnt offering of a man. The longer phrase: “The 
hide of the burnt offering,’ serves to include the burnt offerings 
of all people. 


A burnt offering that satisfied the obligation of a man — aby 
word nnwy: In some circumstances, the term man indicates an 
owner (Malbim). An offering that was slaughtered beyond its 
designated time and outside its designated area is not considered 
to belong to its owner, as it did not satisfy his obligation (Korban 
Aharon). 


Beyond its designated time or outside its designated area — 
manipa ym mand yim: If an offering was disqualified because it 
was slaughtered with the intention of performing part of its rite 

beyond its designated time or outside its designated area, then 

because the offering did not satisfy its owner's obligation, the 

hide must be burned. This applies both to offerings of the most 
sacred order and to offerings of lesser sanctity, as taught in the 

baraita (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 19:9). 
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NOTES 


The verse states: The hide of the burnt offering - mn 
nyn xiy ab: The derivation for the halakha concern- 
ing a burnt offering of women and slaves also was from 
this phrase, but that was from fact that the verse did not 
state: Its hide. Here, the derivation is from the fact that the 
verse did not state: The hide of his burnt offering (Korban 
Aharon). The offering that was slaughtered not for the sake 
of his obligation is not entirely his, in that he did not satisfy 
his obligation, but nevertheless it is considered his gift 
offering (Malbim). 


BACKGROUND 


Bulls that are burned — paywan O75: There are two kinds 
of sin offerings: Outer sin offerings and inner sin offerings. 
An outer sin offering, whose blood is presented on the 
external altar, is brought by an individual who unwittingly 
violates a prohibition whose intentional violation is punish- 
able by karet. This offering may be either a lamb or a goat. 
If a king brings the offering, it must be a goat. The blood 
of the offering is presented on the corners of the external 
altar, and its fats and sacrificial portions are burned on that 
altar. The remainder of the meat is eaten by priests. Inner 
sin offerings, whose blood is presented inside the Sanctu- 
ary, are brought by the community or the High Priest for 
following a mistaken halakhic ruling. These offerings are 
bulls, and their blood is sprinkled toward the Curtain and 
on the golden altar. Their fats and sacrificial portions are 
burned on the altar, and the rest of the animal is burned 
outside the camp or the city of Jerusalem. The bull and 
goat of Yom Kippur, known as bulls that are burned and 
goats that are burned, are subject to the same procedures 
as inner sin offerings. Therefore, the halakhot of inner sin 
offerings apply to them. 


Burning of the bull of Yom Kippur outside Jerusalem 


HALAKHA 
Bulls that are burned and goats that are burned, etc. - 
AD pa Wat DpybA pow D9: The hides of all offerings 
are flayed, and then the portions to be consumed on the 
altar are removed. The exception is sin offerings that are 
burned, which are not flayed at all (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 5:18). 
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I might have thought that the priests have no right to its hide. 
Therefore, the verse states: “The hide of the burnt offering,’ 
to teach that in any case where the offering is not disqualified, 
the priests acquire its hide, even if it did not satisfy the owner’s 
obligation. 


And from the phrase “the hide of the burnt offering” I have 
derived only that the priests acquire the hide of the burnt offer- 
ing. From where do I derive that they acquire the hides of all 
offerings of the most sacred order? The verse states: “The hide 
of the burnt offering which he has offered,” which serves to 
include any offering that the priests sacrifice. Ifso, one might have 
thought that I include even offerings of lesser sanctity. Therefore, 
the verse states: “Burnt offering,’ and not simply: Offering, to 
teach that just as a burnt offering is an offering of the most 
sacred order, so too the priests acquire the hides only of all offer- 
ings of the most sacred order; they do not acquire the hides of 
offerings of lesser sanctity. 


The baraita continues: Rabbi Yishmael says there is a different 
derivation. From the phrase “the hide of the burnt offering,” I 
have derived only that the priests acquire the hide of the burnt 
offering. From where is it derived that they acquire the hides of 
all offerings of the most sacred order? It is based on a logical 
inference: Just as in the case of a burnt offering, for which the 
priests do not acquire its meat, the priests nevertheless acquire 
its hide, then in the case of offerings of the most sacred order, 
for which the priests do acquire its meat, is it not logical that 
they acquire their hides? 


One may counter: Let the altar prove that this is not a valid 
a fortiori inference, as it acquires the meat, and still it does not 
acquire the hide. One may respond: What is notable about 
the altar? It is notable in that it does not acquire hides in any 
instance. Will you say the halakha concerning the altar should 
teach the halakha concerning the priests, who acquire hides of 
some of the offerings, as the Torah explicitly grants them the hides 
of burnt offerings? Rather say: Since the priests acquire hides of 
some of the offerings, they acquire the hides of all offerings of 
the most sacred order. 


Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: There is no need to derive that hides 
of offerings of the most sacred order go to the priests. We need 
the verse itself only to teach that this is the halakha with regard 
to the hide of the burnt offering. As the Torah does not generally 
require that an offering be flayed, in all other cases the hide of 
the offering follows the flesh of the offering. 


For example, bulls that are burned’ and goats that are burned" 
must be burned themselves, and their hides burned with them, 
as the Torah states explicitly (see Leviticus 4:1-12). A sin offering, 
and a guilt offering, and a communal peace offering are given 
as a gift to the priest (see Leviticus 7:7); ifthe priests want, they 
may flay them and use the hides, and if they do not want to use 
the hides, they may eat the offerings together with their hides. 
Offerings of lesser sanctity are given to the owners; if they want, 
they may flay them and use the hides, and if they want, they may 
eat the offerings together with their hides. 


But with regard to a burnt offering it is stated: “And he shall flay 
the burnt offering, and cut it into its pieces” (Leviticus 1:6). One 
might have thought that, because all the flesh of the burnt offering 
is burned on the altar, the priests have no right to its hide. There- 
fore, the verse states: “The priest shall have to himself the hide of 
the burnt offering that he has sacrificed” (Leviticus 7:8). 
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The phrase “the priest shall have to himself” serves to exclude a priest 
who immersed that day and a priest who has not yet brought an 
atonement offering, and an acute mourner, i.e., meaning that they 
do not receive a share of the hides, just as they do not receive a share 
of the meat. As one might have thought that although these priests 
will not acquire the meat, this is because it is for consumption, 
and they are not permitted to partake of it; but they will acquire the 
hide, because it is not for consumption. Therefore, the verse states: 

“Shall have to himself,” to exclude a priest who has not yet brought 
an atonement offering, and a priest who immersed that day, and 
an acute mourner. 


The Gemara asks: But let the first tanna also derive the halakha 
logically, as Rabbi Yishmael did. Why did he cite a verse? The Gemara 
answers: Often when there is a matter that can be derived through 
an a fortiori inference, the verse nevertheless takes the trouble and 
writes it explicitly. 


And as for Rabbi Yishmael, what does he do with this phrase: “The 
hide of the burnt offering that he has sacrificed,” from which the first 
tanna derives the halakha? He holds that it serves to exclude a priest 
who immersed that day, and a priest who has not yet brought an 
atonement offering, and an acute mourner, who do not receive a 


share in the hides. 


The Gemara challenges: But let Rabbi Yishmael derive this halakha 
from the phrase: “Shall have to himself,” as does Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi. The Gemara explains: Rabbi Yishmael conforms to his line 
of reasoning, that the phrase teaches a different halakha. As Rabbi 
Yohanan says in the name of Rabbi Yishmael: It is stated: “Shall 
have to himself” (Leviticus 7:8), with regard to a burnt offering, 
and it is stated: “The priest that makes atonement, he shall have to 
himself” (Leviticus 7:7), with regard to a guilt offering. The follow- 
ing verbal analogy is derived from here: Just as there, after the blood 
of a guilt offering is presented, its bones become permitted to the 
priest for any use, since only the portions intended for consumption 
on the altar are sacrificed whereas the rest of the animal is given to 
the priests, so too here, with regard to a burnt offering, its bones that 
are not attached to the flesh and are therefore not intended for the 
altar are permitted. 


With regard to this verbal analogy the Gemara comments: It must 
be that those terms are free, i.e., superfluous in their context and 
therefore available for the purpose of establishing a verbal analogy. 
As, if they are not free, the verbal analogy can be refuted as follows: 
What is notable about a guilt offering? It is notable in that its 
meat is permitted to the priests, unlike the flesh of a burnt offering, 
which is burned upon the altar, and perhaps this is why the bones of 
a guilt offering are also permitted. Since the phrase: “Shall have it 
to himself,” is a superfluous term in each verse, the analogy stands, 
because a verbal analogy based on free terms cannot be refuted 
logically. 


MI S H N A If any offerings of the most sacred order were 


disqualified" prior to their flaying, their 
hides do not go to the priests; rather, they are burned together with 
the flesh in the place of burning. If they were disqualified after their 
flaying, their hides go to the priests. Rabbi Hanina, the deputy 
High Priest, said: In all my days, I never saw a hide going out to the 
place of burning. 


Rabbi Akiva said: From the statement of Rabbi Hanina, the deputy 
High Priest, we learned that in a case where one flays the firstborn 
offering, and the animal is later discovered to have a wound that 
would have caused it to die within twelve months [tereifa], the 
halakha is that the priests may derive benefit [sheye’otu]: from its 
hide." And the Rabbis say: The claim: We did not see, is no proof;" 
rather, if after flaying it is discovered that the animal was unfit before 
it was flayed, the hide goes out to the place of burning. 
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HALAKHA 

Any offerings of the most sacred order were 
disqualified, etc. - ja yY DWIPA bs 
3) bape: If an offering of the most sacred 
order was disqualified prior to its flaying, the 
hide does not go to the priests. If an offering 
of lesser sanctity was disqualified prior to its 
flaying, the hide does not go to the owner. 
In both cases, the hides are burned with the 
flesh. If the offerings were disqualified after 
the hides were flayed, the hides go to the 
priests or owners, in accordance with the 
opinion of the Rabbis in the mishna (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 5:20 
and Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 19:9). 


One flays the firstborn, etc. — ny wwa 
"31 W347: If an unblemished firstborn animal 
is found to be a tereifa after its hide is flayed, 
the hide is burned and the flesh is buried, in 
accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis 
(Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Bekhorot 
3:10). 


LANGUAGE 
Derive benefit [yetu] - 3nix»: Apparently 
related to the word sign [ot], this term is used 
in the Bible with the meaning: To consent or 
agree. The Sages use it with an additional 
meaning; Utilize or derive benefit. 


NOTES 

The claim: We did not see, is no proof — jx 
TPCT PICT x»: Perhaps there never happened 
to be this case of tereifa in the Temple, or per- 
haps it happened and the hide was burned, 
but Rabbi Hanina, the deputy High Priest, did 
not happen to witness it. This principle applies 
to almost all areas of testimony, excepting a 
few cases in rabbinic law where the incident 
would be expected to be very well known, 
in which case the claim: We did not see, is 
given weight. 
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NOTES 


We arrive at the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi - (xax 
va: The essential dispute is that Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi 
Shimon, holds that the hide does not go to the priests if the 
flesh is disqualified before the sprinkling of the blood, even if 
it has already been flayed. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi holds that it 
depends on whether the hide is flayed; if it has been flayed, 
hen it is permitted even if the offering is disqualified before 
he sprinkling of the blood. 
See Rabbeinu Hananel, who explains the dispute in another 
manner, based on a version of the Gemara rejected by Rashi. 
He explains that the dispute is in a case where the flesh was 
disqualified after the sprinkling of the blood and the hide was 
not yet flayed. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi holds that the hide is 
not permitted to the priests, as the blood effects acceptance 
of the hide on its own only if it is already flayed. Rabbi Elazar, 
son of Rabbi Shimon, holds that the hide is permitted to the 
priests, as the hide was permitted along with the flesh before 
the offering was disqualified. 


The blood effects acceptance of the hide by itself — nyy 
jnyy 253 sip by: Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi disagrees with Rabbi 
Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, only when the hide has already 
been flayed (see 104a). Before the hide is flayed, its status 
follows that of the flesh. 


Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi concedes that the flaying is not 
before the sprinkling — APN OTP vwa pw ray ATi: This 
is because it is forbidden to let the blood sit, lest the blood 
coagulate, while the hide is being flayed. Therefore, in practice 
the priests always flayed the hide after sprinkling the blood. 


HALAKHA 


The blood effects acceptance of the hide by itself - 077 
jnyy aoa Wyn by mxva: If offerings of the most sacred order 
are disqualified prior to being flayed, their hides do not go 
to the priests. If they are disqualified after their flaying, their 
hides go to the priests. The Rambam does not distinguish 
between a case where the offering was disqualified before 
the sprinkling of the blood and a case where it was disquali- 
fied after the sprinkling of the blood, in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 5:20; see Likkutei Halakhot). 


The flaying is not before the sprinkling - otip Vwan px 
pM: With regard to all offerings, the blood is first sprinkled, 
then the hide is flayed and the portions to be consumed on 
the altar are removed. If the hide is flayed before the blood is 
sprinkled, the offering is not disqualified, in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 5:18 and Kesef Mishne there, and 
Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 19:9). 
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GEMARA“= previous mishna (103a) teaches: In 


the case of any burnt offering for which 
the altar did not acquire its flesh, e.g., ifit was disqualified prior 
to the sprinkling of its blood, the priests did not acquire its 
hide. The mishna does not state any qualification, indicating 
that this is the halakha even if the priest flayed the hide before 
the sprinkling of the blood on the altar. The Gemara posits: 
Whose opinion is this? It is the opinion of Rabbi Elazar, son of 
Rabbi Shimon, who says: The blood does not effect accep- 
tance of the hide by itself; i.e., it effects acceptance of the hide 
only together with the flesh. Since the flesh is disqualified and 
the sprinkling does not effect its acceptance, the sprinkling does 
not effect acceptance for the hide either. 


The Gemara challenges: Say the latter clause, i.e., the mishna 
here: If any offerings of the most sacred order were disqualified 
prior to their flaying, their hides do not go to the priests. If 
they were disqualified after their flaying, their hides go to the 
priests. This indicates that once the hides are flayed, they go to 
the priests even if the flesh was disqualified before the sprinkling 
of the blood. If so, we arrive at the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi," who says: The blood effects acceptance of the hide, 
i.e., renders the hide permitted to the priests, by itself." Can it 
be that the former clause of the mishna is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, and the 
latter clause is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi? 


Abaye said: Since the latter clause is the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi, it must be that the former clause is also the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. And although Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi holds that in principle the priests should acquire the 
hides if they are removed before the flesh is disqualified, in any 
case Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi concedes that the flaying is not 
done before the sprinkling." Since the offering cannot be dis- 
qualified before the hide is removed, practically speaking, the 
priests will never acquire the hides unless the altar acquires 
the flesh, as taught in the former clause. 


Rava said: On the contrary, since the former clause is the opin- 
ion of Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, it must be that the 
latter clause is also the opinion of Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi 
Shimon. When the mishna states that the priests acquire the 
hides if the flesh was disqualified after the flaying, it must mean 
that the flesh was disqualified after the sprinkling. Therefore, 
what does the mishna mean by the phrase: Before flaying, 


and what does it mean by the phrase: After flaying? It means 
before the moment the offerings became fit for flaying, and 
after the moment they became fit for flaying, i.e., before and 
after the sprinkling of the blood. 


The Gemara clarifies: What is the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi, and what is the opinion of Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi 
Shimon? Their opinions are as it is taught in a baraita: Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi says: The blood effects acceptance of the 
hide by itself, after it has been flayed, even if the flesh is disquali- 
fied. And if, when the hide is still with the flesh, a disqualifi- 
cation appears on the flesh, whether before the sprinkling of 
the blood or after the sprinkling of the blood, then the halakha 
with regard to the hide is parallel to the halakha with regard to 
the flesh: Both are burned. 
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Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, says: The blood does not 
effect acceptance of the hide by itself. And if, when the hide is still 
with the flesh, a disqualification appears on the flesh before the 
sprinkling of the blood, then the halakha with regard to the hide is 
parallel to the halakha with regard to the flesh: Both are burned. If 
a disqualification develops on the flesh after the sprinkling of the 
blood, the flesh was already accepted for a time. Therefore, even 
though the flesh is disqualified, the priest may flay the animal before 
it is burned, and its hide goes to the priests. 


The Gemara suggests: Shall we say that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi and 
Rabbi Elazar disagree about the same principle as do Rabbi Eliezer 
and Rabbi Yehoshua?" As it is taught in a baraita: The verse states: 

“And you shall offer your burnt offerings, the flesh and the blood, 
upon the altar of the Lord your God” (Deuteronomy 12:27). Rabbi 
Yehoshua says: The verse teaches that if there is no blood sprinkled 
on the altar, no flesh may be burned" on the altar, and if there is 
no flesh to be burned on the altar, no blood may be sprinkled on 
the altar. 


Rabbi Eliezer says: The blood must be sprinkled even if there is 
no flesh, as it is stated in the continuation of the verse: “And the 
blood of your sacrifices shall be poured out against the altar of the 
Lord your God, and you shall eat the flesh.’ If so, what is taught 
when the verse states: “And you shall offer your burnt offerings, 
the flesh and the blood”? It is stated to tell you: Just as blood is 
placed on the altar by sprinkling, so too, the flesh is placed on the 
altar by tossing. Consequently, you learn that there is a space 
between the ramp and the altar, such that the priest must toss the 
flesh from the edge of the ramp.® 


The Gemara explains: Shall we say that the one who says that the 
hide is accepted independent of the flesh holds in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, that the blood is sprinkled indepen- 
dent of the flesh, and the one who says that the hide is not accepted 
independent of the flesh holds in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehoshua," that if there is no flesh then the blood is not 
sprinkled? 


The Gemara rejects this: According to the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, 
who holds that the blood may be sprinkled even if the flesh is dis- 
qualified, everyone agrees that this sprinkling effects acceptance of 
the hide. When they disagree, it is according to the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehoshua. 


NOTES 


Shall we say they disagree about the same principle as do 
Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi Yehoshua — *a7) wx vaya wy 
»enp ywinr The dispute between Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi 
Yehoshua 1 is discussed at length in tractate Pesahim (see 77a). 
The conclusion there is that Rabbi Eliezer holds that the blood 
is sprinkled regardless of what happens to the flesh. Rabbi 
Yehoshua distinguishes between a case where the flesh was 
ost or burned and a case where the flesh was disqualified. If 
he flesh was lost or burned, he holds that sprinkling the blood 
is not effective even after the fact. If the flesh was disqualified, 
he blood should not be sprinkled ab initio, but if it is sprinkled, 
it is accepted after the fact, as stated in the baraita here. 

Rashi explains that the dispute between Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi and Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, about a flayed 
hide also applies in a case where the flesh was lost, and it 
is specifically in the case where the flesh was lost that the 
Gemara compares their dispute to the dispute between Rabbi 
Eliezer and Rabbi Yehoshua, where Rabbi Yehoshua holds that 
he sprinkling of the blood is not effective even after the fact. 


Tosafot explain that the discussion here is about the case 
found in the mishna, where the flesh was disqualified, and 
Rabbi Yehoshua holds that the sprinkling of the blood is effec- 
tive after the fact, but not performed ab initio. Each of these 
interpretations has advantages and difficulties. 


The one who says it is not accepted holds in accordance 
with Rabbi Yehoshua — swim saya Ayp x) vase Ni: Rashi 
explains that Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, could say: Just 
as Rabbi Yehoshua holds that if the flesh is lost, the sprinkling of 
he blood does not effect acceptance of the offering even after 
he fact, so too, the sprinkling of the blood does not render the 
hides permitted. 

Tosafot explain, in accordance with their interpretation, that 
just as Rabbi Yehoshua holds that if the flesh is disqualified, 
by rabbinic law the blood should not be sprinkled, so too, by 
rabbinic decree, the sprinkling of the blood does not render 
he hides permitted to the priests. 


HALAKHA 

If there is no blood no flesh may be burned, etc. - x OX 
^D Wa py DT: If an olive-bulk is not extant from an animal 
being brought as an offering, its blood is not sprinkled, and 
if it is sprinkled the offering is not accepted after the fact. 
This is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua, 
as the halakha is in accordance with his opinion in his dis- 
putes with Rabbi Eliezer (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 1:31). 


BACKGROUND 


Tossing the flesh from the ramp to the altar - wa ny 
na wasn: 


Priests standing on the ramp, tossing pieces of the burnt offering onto the altar 
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NOTES 


Nothing but the flesh was at stake where there is no loss 
for the priests, etc. — ^3) M3? KTPI KDYT Waa NbN: 
Rashi explains that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi could say: Rabbi 


Yehoshua holds that t 


he sprinkling of the blood is not effec- 


tive only in a case where the blood has not yet been sprinkled, 


as the priests do not 
been sprinkled, then 


yet have a loss. But if the blood has 
he priests have acquired the hide, in 


accordance with the verse: “The priest shall have to himself 


the hide of the burnt o 
7:8). To deny the pries 


ffering that he has sacrificed” (Leviticus 
s the hides at that point would entail 


a loss for them (and see Tosafot). 


Just as it is with regard to disqualified flesh after the fact - 


TIYIN MITT P: Ras 
he text, which read: 


permitting the hides. 
Tosafot explain, in 
Just as there is a rabb 


or lost, but there is no 
so too, there is no de 
before the flesh was 
hem after the fact. 
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hi may have had a different version of 
Just as it is for disqualified flesh that 


emerged from the courtyard (see Shita Mekubbetzet). He 
explains that just as sprinkling the blood is not effective after 
he fact for permitting the flesh if the flesh emerged 
he courtyard, but it is effective for permitting the hides, so 
00 in a case where the flesh was lost, where the sprin 
of the blood is not effective after the fact, it is effective for 


rom 


ling 


accordance with their interpretation: 
inic decree that the sprinkling of the 


blood is not effective after the fact for flesh that was burned 


decree for flesh that was disqualified, 
cree for the hides if they were flayed 
disqualified, and the priests acquire 
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The one who says that the hide is not accepted independently, 
i.e., Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, holds in accordance with 
the straightforward meaning of the statement of Rabbi Yehoshua; 
once the flesh is disqualified, the blood cannot be sprinkled and 
does not effect acceptance of the hide. The one who says that 
the hide is accepted, i.e., Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, could say to 
you: Rabbi Yehoshua says only there that the blood may not 
be sprinkled in a case where nothing but the flesh was at stake, 
where there is no loss for the priests," who never receive meat 
from burnt offerings. But in cases where the hide would go to 
waste, where there is a loss for the priests, perhaps even Rabbi 
Yehoshua concedes that the blood effects acceptance. 


This latter interpretation of Rabbi Yehoshua’s opinion with regard 
to the hides is just as it is with regard to disqualified flesh after 
the fact." As we learned in a baraita: If the flesh contracted ritual 
impurity or was disqualified," or if it emerged beyond the 
curtains delineating its designated area, Rabbi Eliezer says: 
The priest must nevertheless sprinkle the blood on the altar. 
Rabbi Yehoshua says: The priest may not sprinkle the blood 
on the altar. And Rabbi Yehoshua concedes that if the priest 
nevertheless sprinkled the blood, the offering is accepted after 
the fact. Apparently, the sprinkling is sufficiently valid to effect 
acceptance of the hide. 


§ The mishna teaches: Rabbi Hanina, the deputy High Priest, 
said: In all my days, I never saw a hide going out to the place of 
burning. The Gemara challenges: And is it so that he did not see? 
Aren't there bulls that are burned and goats that are burned 
together with their hides as a matter of course? 


The Gemara answers: We are not saying that Rabbi Hanina never 
saw hides go out to be burned in accordance with their mitzva; 
he certainly did. Rather, he never saw hides being burned because 
the offering was disqualified. 


The Gemara challenges: But isn’t there a case where an offering 
is disqualified before flaying and before the sprinkling of the 
blood, in which case all agree that the animal is burned with its 
hide? The Gemara answers: We are saying that Rabbi Hanina 
never saw a hide go out stripped from its flesh. 


The Gemara challenges: But isn’t there a case where an offering 
is disqualified after the flaying of the hide and before the sprin- 
kling of the blood, in which case the hide is burned according to 
the opinion of Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, who says: 
The blood does not effect acceptance of the hide by itself? 


The Gemara answers: Rabbi Hanina holds in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, that the blood does effect 
acceptance of the hide in such a case, and so it would not be 
burned. And if you wish, say instead that you can even interpret 
the opinion of Rabbi Hanina in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, as Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
concedes that the flaying is not done before the sprinkling, and 
so in practice Rabbi Hanina never saw a hide that was flayed 
before the offering was disqualified. 


The Gemara challenges: But isn’t there the case of an animal that, 
after the hide was flayed and the blood was sprinkled, was found 
to have a wound in its intestines rendering it a tereifa, in which 
case the offering was already disqualified when the blood was 
sprinkled? 


If the flesh contracted ritual impurity or was disqualified, 


HALAKHA 
it is accepted after the fact, in accordance with the opinion 


etc. - 151 pay ix Wa Navn: If the flesh was disqualified or of Rabbi Yehoshua (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
emerged from the Temple courtyard before the sprinkling of HaMukdashin 1:31). 
the blood, its blood should not be sprinkled. If it was sprinkled, 
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The Gemara answers: Rabbi Hanina holds that in the case of an 
animal that was found to be a tereifa due to a wound in its intes- 
tines, the sprinkling of the blood nevertheless effects acceptance, 
because the wound was unknown at the time of the sprinkling. The 
language of the mishna is also precise, as it teaches: Rabbi Akiva 
said: From the statement of Rabbi Hanina, the deputy High Priest, 
we learned that in a case where one flays the firstborn offering, 
and the animal is later discovered to be a tereifa, the halakha is that 
the priests may derive benefit from its hide. This indicates that 
the sprinkling of the blood effects acceptance if the wound was 
unknown. The Gemara affirms: Indeed, learn from the mishna that 
this is so. 


The Gemara challenges: But if this is what Rabbi Hanina meant, 
then what is Rabbi Akiva teaching us? His statement seems unnec- 
essary. The Gemara answers: This is what Rabbi Akiva is teaching 
us: This halakha applies not just in the Temple but even in the 
outlying areas, e.g., with regard to a blemished firstborn animal, 
which is slaughtered outside the Temple. Ifit is discovered to be a 
tereifa before its slaughter, it must be buried with its hide, but if it 
is slaughtered and later discovered to be a tereifa, then its slaughter 
renders the hide permitted to the priests, just as the sprinkling of 
the blood renders the hide permitted in the Temple. 


Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba says that Rabbi Yohanan says: The halakha 
is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva. The Gemara 
adds: And even Rabbi Akiva said this halakha only in a case 
where an expert verified the firstborn animal’s blemish and per- 
mitted it to be slaughtered. But if an expert did not permit it, then 
its slaughter does not render the hide permitted to the priest. 


The Gemara concludes: And the halakha is in accordance with 
the statement of the Rabbis, not Rabbi Akiva. Therefore, the flesh 
is discarded by burial and the hide by burning.“ 


MI S HN A With regard to bulls that are burned," i.e., 

the bull of Yom Kippur, the bull of the 
anointed priest, and the bull brought for an unwitting communal 
sin, which are burned after their blood is sprinkled and their 
sacrificial portions burned on the altar, and goats that are burned, 
i.e., the goat of Yom Kippur and the goat brought for the unwitting 
communal transgression of the prohibition against idol worship, 
when they are burned in accordance with their mitzva, they are 
burned in the place of the ashes" (see Leviticus 4:12) outside of 
Jerusalem, and they render the garments of the priests who tend 
to their burning impure" (see Leviticus 4:25). And if these offer- 
ings are not burned in accordance with their mitzva because they 
were disqualified, and offerings that are disqualified are also burned, 
they are burned in the place of burning in the bira," and they do 
not render the garments of the priests who tend to their burning 
impure. 


HALAKHA 


Bulls that are burned, etc. — 131 wayway 09: With regard to sin 


The flesh is discarded by burial and the hide by burning - wa 
mp wa ym anapa: Ifan unblemished firstborn offering is discov- 
ered to be a tereifa after its hide is flayed, then its flesh is buried and 
its hide is burned. If it was a blemished firstborn offering, then its 
flesh is buried and the priests acquire the hide. This is in accordance 
with the opinion of the Rabbis. 

The Kesef Mishne writes that according to the Rambam, the Rab- 
bis do not disagree with Rabbi Akiva; Rabbi Akiva was discussing 
a blemished firstborn offering, and the Rabbis were discussing an 
unblemished firstborn offering. The Rosh writes, citing Rashi, that 
the hide of a blemished firstborn is also buried (Rambam Sefer 
Korbanot, Hilkhot Bekhorot 3:10; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 307:2). 


offerings that are burned, when they are burned in accordance 
with their mitzva, they are burned in the place of the ashes outside 
Jerusalem (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 7:4). 


And they render the garments impure — Da pav: Sin offer- 
ings that are burned render the garments of the priests who tend 
to their burning ritually impure, from the time they are burned until 
they become ash (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Para Aduma 5:4). 


They are burned in the place of burning in the Temple [bira] 
courtyard — Mam M2 pow: If sin offerings of a type that are 
burned are disqualified, they are burned in the Temple courtyard, 
like all disqualified offerings. They do not render the garments of 
the priests who tend to their burning ritually impure (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Para Aduma 5:4). 


NOTES 


The flesh is discarded by burial and the hide by 
burning - ma*Wa Tym apapa Wa: The straight- 
forward interpretation is that this statement is 
referring to a blemished firstborn offering that was 
slaughtered outside the Temple and later discov- 
ered to be a tereifa. 

Rashi finds it difficult to understand why the 
hide is not buried as well, as only offerings that 
were disqualified in the Temple are burned (see 
Pesahim 23b). He therefore considers this line to be 
a mistaken addition to the text. In his interpretation, 
the Rabbis agree with Rabbi Akiva, and dispute 
only the statement of Rabbi Hanina, the deputy 
High Priest, who said that the hides of offerings that 
were flayed before the offering was disqualified 
are not burned. 

The Rambam's text apparently includes the line: 
The flesh is discarded by burial and the hide by 
burning. He interprets it as referring to an unblem- 
ished firstborn offering in the Temple that was 
discovered to be a tereifa after the hide was flayed. 
Since it is not considered to have been disqualified 
in the Temple, as its disqualification is unrelated 
to the Temple service, it is not burned, but rather 
buried. But the Rabbis teach that the hide must still 
be burned, because it does not decompose quickly 
and the priests might come to derive benefit from it 
(see Hok Natan and Keneset HaRishonim). 


In accordance with their mitzva they are burned 
in the place of the ashes — maa maw my23 
peT: This is as the verse states with regard to the 
bull brought for an unwitting communal sin: “And 
the whole bull shall he carry forth outside the camp 
unto a clean place, where the ashes are poured out, 
and burn it on wood with fire; where the ashes are 
poured out shall it be burned” (Leviticus 4:12). In 
the wilderness, the main place of ashes was outside 
the Israelite camp; in Jerusalem, it was outside the 
city walls. 
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————__ HALAKHA © 

They would carry on poles — nivina inix phai vy: 
Those who carry the bulls and goats that are burned 
render their garments ritually impure from the time 
they emerge from the wall of the Temple courtyard. 
They would carry the animal suspended on poles, and 


once some of them emerged but others did not yet 


emerge, the ones who emerged rendered their gar- 


ments ritually impure and the ones who did not yet 
emerge did not (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Para 
Aduma 5:5). 


NOTES — 
The great place of the ashes that was in the Temple 
courtyard — TYVI mI bina jw ma: There was also a 
smaller place of ashes in the Temple courtyard on the 
eastern side of the ramp to the altar, where the crop 
of a bird burnt offering, the ashes from the inner altar, 
and the ashes from the Candelabrum were deposited 
(see 64a and Yoma 43b). 


Outside the three camps - nian wow yim: This 
refers to the three concentric zones of varying sanctity 
into which the Israelites’ camp in the wilderness was 
divided: The camp of the Tabernacle, the camp of the 
Levites, and the camp of the Israelites. In the era of 
the Temple in Jerusalem, the city itself was considered 
equivalent to the camp of the Israelites. 
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relevant in talmudic times. | 


he the camp of Israel. 


degree of impurity and sanctity, and halakhic discussions with 


regard to these areas adopt the terminology used to descr 
he three camps of Israel in the wilderness, which had paral 


in Eretz Yisrael in later periods. 
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The camp of the Divine Presence, which was the area wit 
he courtyard of the Tent of Meeting, was paralleled by 
Temple and its courtyard inside the Gate of Nicanor. The camp 
of the Levites, which was the area where the Levites encamped 
around the Tabernacle, was paralleled by the rest of the Temple 

ount. The camp of the Israelites, which was the area where 
he twelve tribes lived, was paralleled by the city of Jerusalem 
outside the Temple Mount and, according to many authorities, 
all walled cities in Eretz Yisrael. The Sages subdivided these areas 


ibe 
els 
hin 
he 
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The priests would carry the bulls and the goats that are burned 
suspended on poles." When the first priests, carrying the front 
of the pole, emerged outside the wall of the Temple courtyard 
and the latter priests did not yet emerge, the first priests render 
their garments impure, and the latter priests do not render 
their garments impure until they emerge. When both these 
and those priests emerged, they render their garments impure. 
Rabbi Shimon says: They do not render their garments impure, 
as this halakha applies only to those who burn the offerings. And 
even then their garments do not become ritually impure until the 
fire is ignited in the majority of the offerings. Once the flesh is 
completely scorched, with no moisture remaining, one who then 
burns the remains does not render his garments impure. 


È E M ARA The mishna teaches that if offerings of a 


type that are burned were disqualified, 
they are burned in a place of burning called the bira. The Gemara 
asks: What is the bira? Rabba bar bar Hana says that Rabbi 
Yohanan says: There is a place on the Temple Mount, and its 
name is bira, and this is where they would burn these offerings. 
And Reish Lakish says: The entire Temple is called the bira, as 
it is stated in the prayer of David: “And give unto Solomon my 
son a whole heart, to keep Your commandments, Your testimo- 
nies, and Your statutes, and to do all this, and to build the Temple 
[bira] for which I have made provision” (1 Chronicles 29:19). 


§) Rav Nahman says that Rabba bar Avuh says: There are three 
places of the ashes. First was the great place of the ashes that 
was in the Temple courtyard," where the priests would burn 
the disqualified offerings of the most sacred order, and the 
disqualified sacrificial portions of offerings of lesser sanctity, 
and bulls that are burned and goats that are burned if they 
were disqualified prior to the sprinkling of the blood. 


And there was another place of the ashes on the Temple Mount, 
where the priests would burn bulls that are burned and goats 
that are burned if they were disqualified after the sprinkling of 
the blood. And the third place of the ashes was for the bulls and 
goats that were burned in accordance with their mitzva, outside 
the three camps," i.e., outside the walls of Jerusalem. 


| BACKGROUND ~ 
Three camps - nian wow: Various halakhot are derived from further and differentiated within the Temple Mount between 
the Torah’s account of the activities of the Jews in the wilder- 
ness. The halakhic discussions of these topics in the Talmud 
employ terms appropriate for the time they sojourned in 
wilderness, despite the fact that those precise terms were not 
was prohibited by Torah law 
ritually impure people to enter certain areas, depending on 


the different courtyards, the rampart, and the like (see Kelim 1:1). 

The first image depicts the three camps set up during the 
he Jewish people's travels in the wilderness: In the center is the 
Tabernacle, the camp of the Divine Presence. Immediately sur- 
for rounding it is the camp of the Levites; the outermost camp is 


Above: Temple in Jerusalem 


Left: Three camps in the wilderness 
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Levi teaches a different version of this baraita:" There are three 
places of the ashes." First was the great place of the ashes that 
was in the Temple courtyard, where the priests would burn 
the disqualified offerings of the most sacred order, and the 
disqualified sacrificial portions of offerings of lesser sanctity, 
and bulls that are burned and goats that are burned if they 
were disqualified, whether prior to the sprinkling of the blood 
or after the sprinkling of the blood. And there was another place 
of the ashes on the Temple Mount, where the priests would 
burn bulls that are burned and goats that are burned if they 
were disqualified upon emerging from the Temple courtyard. 
And the third was for bulls and goats burned in accordance with 
their mitzva, outside the three camps. 


§ Rabbi Yirmeya raises a dilemma: The flesh of most offerings 
is disqualified by being left overnight.” What is the halakha as to 
whether being left overnight is effective" to disqualify bulls that 
are burned and goats that are burned? Given that their flesh is 
neither eaten nor burned on the altar, do we say: When being left 
overnight is effective to disqualify flesh, this is only in a case of 
flesh that is fit for consumption, either by the altar or by human 
beings; but in the case of these bulls and goats that are burned, 
which are not fit for consumption, being left overnight does not 
disqualify the flesh? Or perhaps this case is no different, and 
being left overnight disqualifies the flesh. 


Rava said: This matter, Rabbi Yirmeya’s dilemma, was raised by 
Abaye, and I resolved it from this baraita: The mishna (43a) 
records a dispute as to whether the sacrificial portions of bulls 
that are burned are subject to disqualification by intent to burn 
them beyond their designated time [piggul]. But the disputants 
agree that if the priest intended for the consumption of the 
bulls’ meat" or their burning to be beyond their designated time, 
he did nothing, as the flesh of these bulls is not meant to be eaten 
or burned on the altar. Only their sacrificial portions are burned 
on the altar, and piggul applies only to flesh that ought to be con- 
sumed by human beings or the altar. What, is it not the case that 
since the intention of burning after the designated time does not 
disqualify bulls that are burned, one can infer that being left 
overnight also does not disqualify bulls that are burned? 


The Gemara responds: But perhaps it is only improper intention 
that does not disqualify" such offerings, but being left overnight 
does disqualify them. 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a mishna (Me’ila 9a): With 
regard to bulls that are burned and goats that are burned, one 
who benefits from them is liable for misuse of consecrated prop- 
erty from the time that they were consecrated." Once they have 
been slaughtered, they are susceptible to be rendered disquali- 
fied for sacrifice through contact with one who immersed that 
day, and through contact with one who has not yet brought an 
atonement offering, and through being left overnight without 
the requirements of the offering having been fulfilled. What, is 
it not referring to the flesh of bulls, indicating that the flesh is 
disqualified if left overnight? 


Levi teaches a different version of this baraita — nb yam: The dif- 
ference between the version where Rav Nahman cites Rabba bar 
Avuh and the version of Levi is with regard to bulls and goats that 
are burned that were disqualified after the sprinkling of the blood. 
According to Rav Nahman they are burned on the Temple Mount, 
because they reached their time to emerge from the Temple court- 
yard. According to Levi they are burned in the Temple courtyard, 
because any offering that was disqualified in the courtyard does 


not emerge from there. 


NOTES 


It is only intention that does not disqualify - KoT KT Tawm 
nypa: Not all improper intentions serve to disqualify an offering. 
For example, an offering is not disqualified if the priest has the 
intention to render it ritually impure. This is the halakha even in 
a case of intent to leave over an offering beyond its designated 
time, as one who intends to disqualify portions of an offering that 
are consumed on the altar by leaving them overnight is not liable 
for piggul (see 27b). 
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HALAKHA 


There are three places of the ashes - ma mwhy 
{i paw: There are three places where offerings were 

burned: One was the great place of the ashes that 
was in the Temple courtyard, where the priests would 

burn disqualified offerings of the most sacred order, 
and disqualified portions to be consumed on the altar 
of offerings of lesser sanctity. Also burned there were 

bulls that are burned and goats that are burned that 
were disqualified, whether prior to the sprinkling of 
the blood or whether after the sprinkling of the blood, 
e.g. if they were rendered ritually impure, or if they 
emerged from the courtyard before the designated 

time, or if the flesh or portions to be consumed on the 

altar were left overnight. The second place of ashes, 
called the bira, was on the Temple Mount, where the 

sin offerings that were disqualified after emerging 

from the Temple courtyard were burned. The third 

was outside Jerusalem, where the priests would burn 

sin offerings that are burned in accordance with their 
mitzva. This is in accordance with the baraita taught 
by Levi (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKor- 
banot 7:3-4). 


What is the halakha as to whether being left over- 
night is effective - Dying wa ny): There is an unre- 
solved dilemma as to whether being left overnight 
is effective to disqualify the flesh of a sin offering 
that is burned, so the halakha is that one should be 
stringent and burn it in the courtyard (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 19:3). 


Intention concerning the consumption of bulls - 
D2 nyaya Tawm: With regard to the flesh of bulls 
or goats that are burned, if one had intention to par- 
take of it outside the designated time or beyond the 
designated area, the offerings are still valid, since 
they are not consumed. Similarly, even if he intended 
to burn outer sin offerings outside the designated 
time or beyond the designated area, they are valid 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 
13:8, 14:8). 


One who benefits from them is liable for misuse 
from the time that they were consecrated — povin 
wapna ya: One who derives benefit from sin 
offerings that are burned is liable for misuse of con- 
secrated property from the time they were conse- 
crated until their flesh is completely incinerated in 
the place of the ashes (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Me'ila 2:4). 


BACKGROUND 

Left overnight - my): The blood of an offering must 
be sprinkled the same day that the animal is slaugh- 
tered. If it is not sprinkled on the altar before sunset, 
the blood is disqualified, as is the offering itself. Once 
the blood is presented, the sacrificial portions must 
be burned that day or during the subsequent night. 
This principle also applies to meal offerings, which 
become disqualified if they are not sacrificed on the 
same day they are sanctified. 
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The Gemara responds: No, the mishna indicates only that the 
offerings’ sacrificial portions are disqualified if left overnight, 
since they must be burned on the altar. 


The Gemara responds: But evidence to the contrary can be ad- 
duced from the fact that the latter clause of the mishna teaches: 
In all of those cases, one who benefits from them is liable for 
misuse of consecrated property if he derives benefit while they are 
burned in the place of the ashes, until the flesh is completely 
incinerated. The Gemara explains: From the fact that the latter 
clause is discussing flesh, infer that the first clause also discusses 
flesh, and not the sacrificial portions. The Gemara rejects this: Are 
the cases comparable? The latter clause discusses flesh, and the 
first clause discusses sacrificial portions. 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear that which Levi teaches in 
the baraita: There was another place of the ashes on the Temple 
Mount, where the priests would burn bulls that are burned and 
goats that are burned if they were disqualified upon emerging 
from the Temple courtyard. What, is it not referring to offerings 
disqualified by being left overnight? The Gemara rejects this: No, 
it is referring to disqualification by contracting ritual impurity 
or disqualification by leaving the courtyard before the blood 
was sprinkled on the altar. The dilemma of Rabbi Yirmeya stands 
unresolved. 


§ Rabbi Elazar raises a dilemma: In general, the flesh of offer- 
ings is disqualified by leaving the Temple courtyard. What is the 
halakha as to whether leaving is effective" to disqualify bulls 
that are burned and goats that are burned? 


The Gemara asks: What is the dilemma he is raising? Here it is a 
mitzva to burn the flesh of these offerings outside the Temple 
courtyard. Rabbi Yirmeya bar Abba said: Rabbi Elazar raises 
his dilemma in accordance with the opinion of the one who 
says: With regard to offerings of lesser sanctity, even though the 
flesh may be consumed anywhere in Jerusalem, nevertheless, if it 
emerges from the Temple courtyard before the sprinkling of the 
blood, it is disqualified, because its time to leave from the Temple 
courtyard has not yet arrived. Perhaps the same halakha applies 
to bulls and goats that are burned: Even though the flesh must 
eventually leave the Temple, if it leaves before its designated time, 
it is disqualified. 


The dilemma is: Do we say that this matter, disqualification by 
leaving the Temple courtyard prematurely, applies only to flesh 
that need not eventually leave due to an obligation? One may 
consume the meat of offerings of lesser sanctity in the Temple 
courtyard if he wishes. But perhaps these bulls and goats that are 
burned, which must eventually leave due to an obligation, are not 
disqualified by emerging prematurely. Or perhaps here too the 
flesh is disqualified if its time to leave has not yet arrived. 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear that which Levi teaches in 
the baraita: There was another place of the ashes on the Temple 
Mount, where the priests would burn bulls that are burned and 
goats that are burned if they were disqualified upon emerging 
from the Temple courtyard. What, is it not referring to disquali- 
fication by leaving the Temple courtyard before the sprinkling of 
the blood? The Gemara responds: No, it is referring to disqualifi- 
cation by contracting ritual impurity or disqualification by being 
left overnight. The dilemma of Rabbi Elazar stands unresolved. 


What is the halakha as to whether leaving is effective — 7x»x» 


HALAKHA 
so the halakha is that one should be stringent and burn it in the 


Dying yma: There is an unresolved dilemma as to whether courtyard (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 
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§ Rabbi Elazar raises another dilemma: With regard to bulls that 
are burned and goats that are burned, if the majority of the ani- 
mal’s body emerged" from the Temple courtyard, but it consists of 
a majority only by inclusion of the minority of a limb," the majority 
of which remains inside the courtyard, what is the halakha? Do 
we determine the status of this minority of a limb by casting it 
after the majority of that limb, and the majority of that limb did 
not leave? Or perhaps we determine its status by casting it after 


the majority of the animal, and therefore a majority of the animal 
has left? 


The Gemara clarifies: Isn’t it obvious that we do not disregard the 
majority of the animal and instead follow the majority of the 
limbs? Rather, Rabbi Elazar’s dilemma must be as follows: In a case 
where half of the animal emerged from the courtyard such that the 
majority of a certain limb emerged, but a minority of the limb 
remained inside, what is the halakha? Do we determine the status 
of this minority of a limb 


NOTES 


Where the majority of its body emerged — ian x¥9w: The 
Rambam interprets this dilemma as a continuation of the dis- 
cussion with regard to the disqualification of emerging from 
he Temple courtyard: Is the animal disqualified? Rashi and 
Rabbeinu Hananel explain that the dilemma is whether the 
garments of those who carry the animal become ritually impure, 
as this depends on the majority of the animal emerging from 
he courtyard (see 105b). Josafot explain that the dilemma is 
whether or not the bulls or goats that are burned should be 
burned inside or outside the courtyard (see Shita Mekubbetzet 
and Mahari Kurkus). 


By inclusion of the minority of a limb — 32% vyna: Rashi 
explains the dilemma: Is this minority of a limb included with 
the majority of the animal, or the majority of the limb? Rabbeinu 
Hananel’s version of the text reads: A minority of limbs, and he 
explains the case as one where the majority of the animal's 
body emerged while the majority of its limbs were still inside. 


The Gemara responds that it is obvious that the animal's status 
is determined by following the majority of the limbs. 


Where half of it emerged such that the majority of a limb 
emerged — 32% 3114 tym KY: The commentaries explain this 
according to their explanations of the dilemma. Rashi explains 
that half the animal emerged, including the majority of a certain 
limb, and the dilemma is whether the minority of that limb 
that remains inside follows the majority of the limb, so that the 
majority of the animal is considered to have emerged. Rab- 
beinu Hananel explains the term: Half of [hetzyo] as referring to 
the one carrying the animal, and explains that the dilemma is 
whether he is considered as having emerged with the majority 
of the animal's limbs, and is impure, or if he is considered as 
remaining inside with the minority of the animal's limbs. The 
masculine pronominal suffix of this term [hetzyo] supports his 
interpretation, as an animal would be indicated with a feminine 
suffix [hetzyah]. 
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by casting it after the majority of that limb, and the majority of 
that limb did leave? Or perhaps we determine its status by casting 
it after the half of the animal, which did not leave the courtyard. 
The Gemara concludes: The dilemma of Rabbi Elazar shall stand 
unresolved. 


Rabba bar Rav Huna teaches this dilemma with regard to people:" 
In a case where five people are handling an offering and carrying it 
out to be burned, and three of them emerged and two of them 
remained in the Temple courtyard, such that the animal is partly 
inside and partly outside, what is the halakha? Do we follow the 
majority of the people handling the offering," who have left the 
courtyard, or do we follow the animal, the majority of which did 
not yet leave? The Gemara concludes: The dilemma shall stand 
unresolved. 


HALAKHA 


The majority of the people handling the offering, etc. - 
^D) ppbyma ain: If several people carried the bulls that are 
burned out of the Temple courtyard, and a majority of them 
emerged, and half the animal emerged, then the animal is 
disqualified due to uncertainty, as the dilemma in the Gemara 
was not resolved. The Rambam understands this dilemma as 


addressing the disqualification of the animal emerging before 
its time, while the Ra'avad understands that the dilemma is 
addressing whether the people render their garments impure 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 19:3 and 
Kesef Mishne there). 


HALAKHA 


Half of it emerged such that the majority of a limb 
emerged - 13% 153 pyy Nx»: If a bull that is burned 
emerged from the courtyard before its designated time, 
and half the animal emerged in a way that most of a certain 
limb emerged, then it is uncertain whether the animal is 
considered to have emerged entirely, so the halakha is that 
one should be stringent and burn it in the courtyard. 

The Rambam interprets Rabbi Elazar’s dilemma with 
regard to the disqualification of the animal that is emerg- 
ing. The Ra‘avad disagrees, and holds that the dilemma is 
with regard to whether those carrying the animal render 
their garments impure (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 19:3). 


NOTES 


Rabba bar Rav Huna teaches this with regard to people - 
nna ah A KIT 27 32 727: The commentaries disagree 

as to how to interpret this dilemma. Rabbeinu Hananel 

explains the question as being whether those carrying the 

animal render their garments impure if the majority of the 

animal did not yet emerge. Tosafot find this difficult, as it is 

clear that they do not render their garments impure until the 

majority of the animal emerges. They therefore explain that 
the dilemma is whether we also follow the majority of the 

people. Although the mishna states that each one individu- 
ally renders his garments impure as he emerges, perhaps 

once the majority of them have emerged, the garments of 
hose inside are rendered impure as well. 

Rashi explains that the dilemma is not with regard to 
he ritual impurity of the garments, but rather whether the 
animal should be burned inside or outside if it was disquali- 
fied at this point, in accordance with the baraita taught by 
Levi on 104b. 

The Rambam explains that this dilemma also addresses 
he disqualification of emerging before the designated time. 
The dilemma is whether, if half the animal emerged, one 
follows the majority of the people to consider the animal 
as fully emerged or not, just as was considered with regard 
o the majority of a specific limb (see Keren Ora). 
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NOTES 


Bulls and goats that are burned left the Temple 
courtyard and returned - Daw Dy OND 
sUM YW: Rashi explains that the Gemara assumes 
at this point that the dilemma is not with regard to 
the animal itself, but those carrying the animal, as 
they are the ones who render their garments impure 
(see 105b). The Gemara concludes that the dilemma 
is with regard to the animals themselves, once they 
are brought back inside. Josafot find this difficult: 
Could the Gemara have assumed that the Temple 
courtyard is like a ritual bath, in that the people 
become pure when they enter? They explain that 
the Gemara assumes that the dilemma is whether 
the animal continues, if it returns to the courtyard, 
to cause those who handle it to render their gar- 
ments impure. 


Bulls that are burned and a red heifer and the 
scapegoat of the Yom Kippur service, etc. — 0°79 
aa nbawan ‘py T: The version of this baraita 
in the Tosefta states: The one who burns a red heifer 
and bulls that are burned, and the one who sends 
the scapegoat of the Yom Kippur service, and the 
one who takes them out of the Temple courtyard 
renders his garments impure. 

The rite of the red heifer is taught in Numbers, 
chapter 19. The halakha for bulls that are burned 
is derived on 83a from a verse. The one who sends 
the scapegoat of the Yom Kippur service out to the 
wilderness renders his garments impure from the 
time he emerges with the scapegoat from Jerusalem 
(see Leviticus 16:26 and Yoma 67a). 


And the animals themselves, etc. — 131 ayy jm: 
In other words, because the animals were slaugh- 
tered properly, they do not have the impurity o 
unslaughtered animal carcasses, which transmi 
impurity to people and vessels. The impurity man- 
dated by the Torah for these offerings is only tha 
those who handle the animals need to immerse 
and launder their garments, but other people who 
touch them are not rendered impure. In any event, 
the animals render food and drink that they touch 
impure, as is the halakha concerning any item fi 
for consumption that was rendered impure by a 
primary source of impurity. 


LANGUAGE 


Staffs [bakulsei] - Dapa: From the Latin baculum 
and the Greek BáxAov, baklon, meaning staff, stick, 
or pole. 
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Rabbi Elazar raises another dilemma: If bulls and goats that are 
burned left the Temple courtyard and returned," what is the 
halakha with regard to the garments of those who carry them 
inside the courtyard? Do we say: Once they left, they became 
impure? Or perhaps once they return, they return and do not 
render garments impure? 


Rabbi Abba bar Memel says: Come and hear the mishna: They 
would carry the bulls and the goats that are burned suspended 
on poles. When the first priests, carrying the front of the pole, 
emerged beyond the wall of the Temple courtyard and the latter 
ones did not yet emerge, the first ones, who emerged beyond the 
wall of the Temple courtyard, render their garments impure, but 
the latter ones do not render their garments impure until they 
emerge. Rabbi Abba bar Memel explains: And if it enters your 
mind to say that once they leave, they become impure, these 
latter ones mentioned in the mishna who are still inside should 
be rendered impure, since the offering itself has emerged. It fol- 
lows that if the offering returns, their garments are not rendered 
impure. 


Ravina said: And can you understand this as a proof? The reason 
that the latter ones’ garments are not rendered impure is that I 
require the fulfillment of the verse: “And he who burns them shall 
wash his garments, and bathe his flesh in water, and afterward 
he may come into the camp” (Leviticus 16:28). And since they 
have not yet left the camp, they cannot come into it, and therefore 
they do not contract the impurity described in the verse. 


The Gemara asks: But if they can become impure only after they 
leave, how did Rabbi Elazar raise this dilemma? The Gemara 
answers: He raised the dilemma with regard to a case where they 
take the offering with staffs [ bevakulsei],' i.e., after the offering is 
returned to the Temple courtyard, other people stand outside the 
courtyard and bring it out again using staffs. Does the offering 
render these people impure, even though they are standing outside 
the courtyard? The dilemma of Rabbi Elazar remains unresolved. 


§ The Sages taught in a baraita: With regard to bulls that are 
burned, and a red heifer, and the scapegoat of the Yom Kippur 
service" the one who sends them, the one who burns them, 
and the one who takes them out of the Temple courtyard render 
their garments impure. And the animals themselves," after they 
emerge from the Temple courtyard, do not render garments 
that they touch impure, but they render food and drink that 
they touch impure. This is the statement of Rabbi Meir. And 
the Rabbis say: A red heifer and bulls that are burned render 
food and drink impure, but the scapegoat does not transmit 
impurity at all, as it is still alive when it leaves the Temple, and 
a living being does not render food and drink impure. 


HALAKHA 


Left the Temple courtyard and returned — m 3¥»: If bulls that 
are burned and goats that are burned emerged from the Temple 
courtyard and then returned inside, then one who carries them 
while inside is pure until he emerges with them. If one stood out- 
side the Temple courtyard and pulled the bulls or goats out after 
they returned inside, it is uncertain if he is impure, as the Gemara 
leaves this dilemma unresolved (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Para 
Aduma 5:5, and see Ra’avad there). 


Bulls that are burned and a red heifer and the scapegoat of the 
Yom Kippur service, etc. — 151 nbnwan py imp) m: Bulls and 
goats that are burned, a red heifer, and the scapegoat of the Yom 
Kippur service do not render people or vessels impure through 
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contact. They transmit impurity only to those who handle them. 
A red heifer renders people impure from the time it is slaughtered 
until it is burned, bulls and goats that are burned render people 
impure from the time they emerge from the Temple courtyard until 
they are burned, and the scapegoat renders people impure from 
the time it emerges from Jerusalem until it is pushed off the cliff. 
The Rambam writes that bulls and goats that are burned and the 
scapegoat of the Yom Kippur service do not render food impure. 
This indicates that a red heifer does render food impure, but there 
appears to be a contradiction in the Rambam’s writings with regard 
to this halakha (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Para Aduma 5:2,7 and 
Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 6:15; see Birkat HaZevah). 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


YaST MIMD - ven aT wayw 
by” Deyn 12127 XIN bryn» 
mom bp 


mem Kaw? (pD PRY DVI T 
ip paw ba qx wg pony man 
WIT PIN TIPAN TRAW aw) 
Kaw) ADI! nin qiy nba) any? 

WB TSE PRTI mse 


IVIT ea Tt oe ox yard by 
1 nbawan wy ror - beyaw 
than mama boy- a mh 


AT WD DW DY DT NNN 2 
ANK DPA TRID Wz pw 


DWI DPY one ahs YI 
pupa PPUM poaix wavy an 
TPY IANS AY? WIND PYN 

ad IX 1107 


Maggy pI AWD VTI NYITNI 
Jot mya Winns 


The Gemara comments. Granted, according to Rabbi Meir there is 
no difficulty, as his opinion is in accordance with that which the 
school of Rabbi Yishmael taught. As the school of Rabbi Yishmael 
taught in a baraita: The verse states that seeds can contract impurity 
from the carcass of a creeping animal only if they first come in contact 
with water: “And if any part of their carcass fall upon any sowing seed 
which is to be sown, it is pure. But if water be put upon the seed, and 
any part of their carcass fall thereon, it is impure unto you” (Leviticus 
11: 37-38). 


Just as is the case for seeds, which, like any food, can never contract 
impurity severe enough to transmit it to human beings, and they need 
exposure to liquid to be rendered susceptible to their less severe level 
ofimpurity,® so too, all items that can never contract impurity severe 
enough to transmit it to human beings need exposure to liquid to be 
rendered susceptible to their less severe level of impurity and to 
transmit it. This serves to exclude the carcass of a kosher bird," which 
can contract impurity severe enough to be transmitted to a human 
being who swallows it, and therefore does not need to be rendered 
susceptible to ritual impurity in order to transmit ritual impurity. 
According to this baraita, bulls that are burned, a red heifer, and a 
scapegoat, which are all sources of impurity for human beings, are able 
to transmit impurity to food and drink on their own, even if they have 
not been exposed to liquid and have not come in contact with any 
source of impurity. Rabbi Meir’s opinion accords with this principle. 


But for the opinion of the Rabbis, who disagree with Rabbi Meir and 
say that a scapegoat does not transmit impurity to food and drink, this 
is difficult. If they accept that which the school of Rabbi Yishmael 
taught, then even the scapegoat should transmit impurity to food and 
drink. And if they do not accept that statement, then from where do 
we derive that even a red heifer and bulls that are burned transmit 
impurity to food and drink? 


When Rav Dimi came to Babylonia from Eretz Yisrael he said: The 
Sages in the West, Eretz Yisrael, say: The opinion of the Rabbis who 
disagree with Rabbi Meir is that bulls that are burned and a red heifer 
need to contract impurity from somewhere else to be able to transmit 
impurity™ to foods. Since the scapegoat cannot contract impurity, as 
it is alive, it cannot transmit impurity. 


§ Rabbi Elazar raises a dilemma: With regard to bulls and goats that 
are burned, what is the halakha as to whether they can transmit 
impurity to food and drink inside the Temple courtyard," before they 
leave, as they do outside afterward? Is an offering that has not 
yet left the Temple considered as if it were an item for which a 
necessary action has not yet been performed, i.e., because it has not 
yet become a source of impurity to those who carry it, it also does 
not transmit impurity to food without being rendered susceptible 
by coming into contact with a liquid and then coming into contact 
with a source of impurity? Or perhaps no, because the offering will 
become a source of impurity to those who carry it once it leaves the 
Temple courtyard, it already transmits impurity to food without being 
rendered susceptible. 


After Rabbi Elazar raised the dilemma, he then resolved it: An offer- 
ing that has not yet left is considered as ifit were an item for which a 
necessary action has not yet been performed, and it does not transmit 
impurity to food without being rendered susceptible. 


HALAKHA 


The carcass of a kosher bird — vinv qiy nbax: The carcass 
of a kosher bird that one intends to consume renders foods 
impure. It is considered as a food with first-degree impurity, 
even though it had no exposure to liquid and did not come 
in contact with other impurity (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 


She‘ar Avot HaTumot 3:2). 


BACKGROUND 


Rendered susceptible to impurity - W37: In order 
for agricultural produce to become capable of con- 
tracting ritual impurity, it must be detached from 
the earth and then come into contact with water 
or certain other liquids. The owner of the produce 
must approve of the fact that the produce became 
wet. If the owner was not pleased, the produce 
still cannot contract ritual impurity. The Talmud 
contains numerous discussions about specific 
instances in which there is uncertainty whether or 
not the conditions have been fulfilled. 


NOTES 


Need to contract impurity from somewhere else 
to be able to transmit impurity - W37 pow 
0x Dipan agaw: The early commentaries dis- 
agree as to how to interpret this statement. See 
Tosafot on Bava Kamma 77a, who quote a version 
of this text that reads: Do not need to contract 
impurity, instead of: Need to contract impurity. 

Rashi explains that this statement refers to the 
seeds mentioned in the baraita of the school of 
Rabbi Yishmael. Seeds must be rendered impure 
from another place, i.e., they do not transmit impu- 
rity to food until they come into contact with the 
carcass of a creeping animal. Only items that are 
not in and of themselves a source of ritual impu- 
rity require contact with liquid to be susceptible 
to impurity. But an item that is itself a source of 
impurity, e.g., a bull that is burned or a red heifer, 
does not need to become impure from an outside 
source for it to transmit impurity to food. The scape- 
goat is excluded from this principle because a living 
being cannot be rendered impure. 

The Ra'avad explains that this statement refers 

to the bulls and a red heifer. An item that is itself 
a source of impurity does not need to contract 
impurity from another source, such as the car- 
cass of a creeping animal, in order to render food 
impure. But this is the halakha only if it can in 
theory contract impurity from another source. A 
scapegoat, which cannot contract impurity from 
another source since it is alive, is excluded from the 
principle in the baraita. 
The Ra’avad also suggests an entirely different 
explanation. According to the Sages of Eretz Yis- 
rael, the Rabbis reject the baraita of the school of 
Rabbi Yishmael. A red heifer or bull that is burned 
renders food impure only if it contracted impu- 
rity from another source, such as the carcass of a 
creeping animal. This is not possible in the case of 
a scapegoat, which is alive. From the dilemma of 
Rabbi Abba bar Shmuel and the discussion later 
(105b), this interpretation appears to be the most 
straightforward explanation of the statement and 
is reflected in the commentary here (see Yad David, 
Sefat Emet, and Zevah Toda). 


Need to contract impurity from somewhere else to be able 
to transmit impurity - m% Dipan Aw wan pow: If one 
intended to consume bulls and goats ‘that are burned or a red 
heifer, then even though they render the priests who handle 
them impure, they do not render food impure unless an impure 
item renders them impure. See Kesef Mishne, who explains how 
this is based on the discussion here. The Keren Ora explains 
that the source is the Jerusalem Talmud (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 3:3, and see Ra’avad there). 


What is the halakha as to whether they can transmit impu- 
rity to food and drink inside the Temple courtyard - wm 
Daa ppwniy pair asaw: The Rambam writes that bulls and 
goats do not render people, vessels, food, or drink impure even 
after they emerge. This indicates that the same applies all the 
more so when the animals are inside (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Para Aduma 5:7). 
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NOTES 


According to Rabbi Meir...the carcass of a kosher bird, etc. — 
“DI YN va vin iy nha: According to Rashi, everyone agrees 
hat if there is an egg-bulk of an animal carcass, then it renders 
ood impure without being rendered susceptible by exposure 
o liquid and contact with the carcass of a creeping animal, as 
aught in the baraita of the school of Rabbi Yishmael. But if there 
is merely an olive bulk, then only according to Rabbi Meir could it 
ransmit impurity as it is, as he holds that a scapegoat can render 
ood impure even though it is a living being. According to the 
Rabbis, who say that the scapegoat cannot render food impure 
at all, the halakha would be the same for an olive-bulk of the car- 
cass of a kosher bird, which is also not susceptible to impurity. 
The Sefat Emet finds this comparison difficult, as the scape- 
goat is not susceptible to any impurity whatsoever, whereas 
olive-bulks of a carcass could combine to become an egg-bulk. 
Therefore, this dilemma could also be posed in accordance with 
the opinion of the Rabbis. He notes that this supports the second 
interpretation of the Ra’avad, that the Rabbis disagree with the 
baraita of the school of Rabbi Yishmael and hold that the carcass 
of a kosher bird does not render food impure without first being 
rendered susceptible to impurity. 


BACKGROUND 


Olive-bulk - m3: An olive-bulk is one of the most significan 
units of volume. By Torah law, the act of eating is defined as 
consuming one olive-bulk, and almost every Torah law tha 
either commands or prohibits eating relates to this measure. 
The measure is defined in terms of the water displacement o 
a particular strain of olive, but the precise measurement is no 
clear. One talmudic passage indicates that it is almost half an 
egg-bulk, and another indicates that it is less than one-third o 
an egg-bulk. Given the range of opinions concerning the mea- 
sure of an egg-bulk, the opinions with regard to the measure o 
an olive-bulk range from 7 cc to 50 cc. 


Perek XII 
Daf105 Amudb 


HALAKHA 


It requires a person’s intention that it be eaten and it does 

not need to be rendered susceptible by contact with liquid - 
WT AD pe Tawa Tw: The unslaughtered carcass of 
a kosher bird that one had intention to consume transmits 

impurity of food and does not need to be made susceptible by 
contact with liquid. It is considered to have first-degree impurity 
even if it did not come in contact with other impurity (Rambam 

Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 3:2). 


BACKGROUND 


Egg-bulk - 7%3: This unit of measurement of volume is the 
minimum unit with regard to the ritual impurity of food, i.e., 
a smaller quantity of food than this does not transmit ritual 
impurity; nor, according to certain authorities, does it contract 
ritual impurity. The egg-bulk measurement is also used in many 
other contexts. Opinions as to the volume of an egg-bulk range 
from 50 cc to 100 CC. 
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§ Rabbi Abba bar Shmuel posed another dilemma to Rabbi 
Hiyya bar Abba: Food transmits impurity to other food or drink 
only if it is the volume of at least one egg-bulk and it is first 
rendered susceptible to impurity. The carcass of a kosher bird 
transmits impurity to a person who swallows it even if it is of 
the volume of at least one olive-bulk, and even if it has not been 
rendered susceptible to impurity. According to the opinion of 
Rabbi Meir, that the carcass of a kosher bird transmits impurity 
to other food without first being rendered susceptible to impu- 
rity, what is the halakha as to the requisite measure? Does the 
carcass of a kosher bird" transmit impurity to food even if it is 
of the volume of an olive-bulk,® as it would to a person? 


The Gemara clarifies: Do not raise the dilemma in a case where 
the carcass lies on the ground, as in that case it certainly must 
be of the volume of an egg-bulk, like any other impure food. And 
do not raise the dilemma in a case where a person holds the 
bird’s flesh in his mouth, as it may be swallowed and transmit 
impurity to him even if it is of the volume of only an olive-bulk; 
in this case it certainly transmits impurity to food in the same 
measure. When you raise the dilemma, raise it in a case where 
he holds the bird’s flesh in his hand. When the flesh has not 
yet been brought close to being swallowed, is it considered to 
be like an item for which a necessary action has not yet been 
performed, in which case it is considered a normal food and 
must be of the volume of an egg-bulk, or perhaps not? 


After Abba bar Shmuel raised the dilemma, he then resolved it: 


Even if the carcass of a kosher bird has not yet been brought 
close to being swallowed, it is still not considered as if a neces- 
sary action has not yet been performed, and an olive-bulk is 
sufficient to transmit impurity to food and drink. 


Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba raised an objection to Rabbi Abba bar 
Shmuel, based ona mishna (Teharot 1:1): Thirteen matters were 
stated with regard to the carcass of a kosher bird, and this is 
one of them: In order to be susceptible to impurity as a food, it 
requires a person's intention that it be eaten; and it does not 
need to be rendered susceptible to such impurity by contact 
with liquid;" and it transmits ritual impurity of food in the 
amount of an egg-bulk.®" In accordance with whose opinion is 
this mishna? What, is it not the opinion of Rabbi Meir? If so, he 
holds that an egg-bulk of a carcass of a kosher bird is necessary 
to transmit impurity. 


The Gemara responds: No, the mishna is the opinion of the 
Rabbis. 


NOTES 


And it transmits ritual impurity of food in the amount of 
an egg-bulk - myvaza popix mya xau: The mishna must 


be discussing a case where the carcass was in a person's hand. 


If it is on the ground, then it certainly requires exposure to 
liquid to be rendered susceptible to impurity of food, as it is 


not known that it will become a source of severe impurity. If 
it is in the person's mouth, then it does not require intention, 
as the person clearly shows with the act of putting it in his 
mouth that it is food. But if it is in his hand, then it requires 
intention but not exposure to liquid. 
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The Gemara challenges: But the first clause of that mishna 
teaches: In order to be susceptible to impurity as a food, it 
requires a person’s intention that it be eaten and it does not 
need to be rendered susceptible by contact with liquid. And 
from whom do you learn this reasoning? From Rabbi Meir, 
as was taught in the baraita (105a). And since the first clause 
is the opinion of Rabbi Meir, it follows that the latter clause is 
also the opinion of Rabbi Meir. 


The Gemara responds: Are the cases comparable? Must both 
clauses be the opinion of the same tanna? This case is as it is, 
and that case is as it is.” 


The Gemara challenges: But one can still infer this from the fact 
that the latter clause of that mishna teaches: The slaughter or 
the pinching of the nape of a bird offering purifies it from its 
impurity, i.e., prevents it from assuming the impure status of a 
carcass, even if it is found to have a wound that would have 
caused it to die within twelve months [tereifa]." And from 
whom did you learn this reasoning? From Rabbi Meir (see 67a). 
Could it be that the first clause and the last clause represent the 
opinion of Rabbi Meir, and the middle clause represents the 
opinion of the Rabbis? 


The Gemara responds: Yes, the first clause and the last clause 
represent the opinion of Rabbi Meir, and the middle clause 
represents the opinion of the Rabbis. 


§ Rav Hamnuna said to Rabbi Zeira: Do not sit down" until 
you tell me the resolution of this matter: In general, when a food 
touches a primary source of ritual impurity after having been 
rendered susceptible to impurity by contact with a liquid, it con- 
tracts first-degree impurity. If it then touches another food, it 
imparts to it second-degree impurity. The carcass of a kosher 
bird, according to the opinion of Rabbi Meir, transmits impu- 
rity to food without being rendered susceptible. Does one count 
its first and second degrees of impurity when it touches food or 
drink, treating it like a primary source of impurity? Or perhaps 
one does not count first and second degrees of impurity, but 
rather treats it as a food with first-degree impurity, which imparts 
second-degree impurity? 


Rabbi Zeira said to him: Wherever an item can render a person 
impure through contact, it is considered a primary source of 
impurity, and one counts its first and second degrees ofimpurity. 
And wherever it cannot render a person impure through con- 
tact, one does not count its first and second degrees of impu- 
rity. Since the carcass of a kosher bird does not render a person 
impure through contact, but only by being swallowed, it is treated 
as a food with first-degree impurity. 


HALAKHA 


The slaughter and the pinching of the nape of a bird offer- slaughtered in the Temple courtyard. But if the bird’s nape is 
ing purifies it from its impurity if it is found to be a tereifa- pinched and itis found to be a tereifa, it has the ritual impurity of 
ANIMA AND Iw NVN anp amw: A kosher bird that an unslaughtered carcass, in accordance with the statements of 
is a tereifa and slaughtered according to halakha does not have Rabbi Yosei and Rabbi Yehuda in the mishna on 68b (Rambam 
the ritual impurity of an unslaughtered carcass, even if it is Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She'ar Avot HaTumot 3:12). 


NOTES 


Do not sit down - WY PWA xb: Literally, do not sit down on (24b) explain this phrase as an abbreviation, as if he said: Do not 
your feet, as he would sit on the ground. Josafot in tractate Nazir _ sit; rather, stand on your feet. 


BACKGROUND 
This case is as it is and that case is as itis - KIMRID NT 
XRT KT: This expression is employed to reject 
conclusions reached from the fact that two cases are 
juxtaposed in a single source. The circumstances in each 
case are different, and consequently, no inference may 
be drawn from their juxtaposition. 
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HALAKHA 


Does one count its first and second degrees of 
impurity, etc. — 131921 piw] ja pain: If two pieces 


of food a 
transmit i 


re connected by liquid, then together they 
mopurity of food. It is uncertain whether they 


are considered a single piece with regard to degrees 


of impuri 
impurity 
only the 


y, so that if they contact a primary source of 
hey have first-degree impurity, or perhaps 
first piece of food has first-degree impurity, 


and the second piece connected to it has second- 
degree impurity. This is in accordance with the explana- 


tion of Ra 
dilemma 
that it ap 


bbeinu Hananel. The Ra’avad objects that the 
ere is resolved, but the Kesef Mishne explains 
pears to remain unresolved in Menahot 24a. 


The dilemma is also unresolved in most manuscripts 
of the text here (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear 
Avot HaTumot 11:6). 
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Rabbi Zeira posed a dilemma to Rabbi Ami bar Hiyya, and some 
say to Rabbi Avin bar Kahana concerning that which we learned 
in a mishna (Teharot 8:8): Connections between foods by liquid, 
i.e. liquids in contact with two foods, a situation that causes the 
impurity of one food to be transmitted to the other and their sizes 
to be combined toward the minimum measure for transmitting 
impurity, are considered a connection for the lenient impurity of 
foods, but are not considered a connection for impurity severe 
enough to be transmitted to a human being. If two pieces of animal 
carcass are connected by a liquid, they do not combine to form the 
minimum measure for transmitting their impurity to a person, but 
they can transmit impurity to food. 


Rabbi Zeira asks: If these two pieces of animal carcass come in 
contact with food, does one count its first and second degrees of 
impurity" and treat the pieces as a primary source of impurity, such 
that the food will impart second-degree impurity to other food? Or 
does one not count its first and second degrees of impurity, and 
treat the animal carcass as food with first-degree impurity? 


Rabbi Zeira said to him: Wherever an item can render a person 
impure, one counts its first and second degrees of impurity. And 
wherever it cannot render a person impure, one does not count 
its first and second degrees of impurity. Since the pieces of carcass 
cannot transmit their impurity to a person, they are treated as food 
with first-degree impurity. 


§ The mishna teaches: When both these priests and those priests 
emerged, all of their garments were rendered ritually impure. The 
Gemara explains: From where are these matters derived? As the 
Sages taught in a baraita: The verse states with regard to the bull 
and goat that are burned on Yom Kippur: “They shall be carried 
forth outside the camp” (Leviticus 16:27). There, elsewhere, the 
verse states that such bulls and goats are burned outside three 
camps," those of the Tabernacle, the Levites, and the Israelites, 
whereas here, the verse states only that they are taken outside one 
camp, i.e., the Tabernacle. This serves to tell you: Once the offering 
emerges beyond one camp, one who carries it renders his gar- 
ments impure, as the next verse states: “And he who burns them 
shall wash his garments” (Leviticus 16:28). 


The Gemara explains further: And from where do we derive that 
halakha itself, that the bulls and goats are burned outside the three 
camps? As the Sages taught in a baraita: It is stated about the bull 
brought as a sin offering of the High Priest: “Even the whole bull 
shall he carry outside the camp unto a pure place, where the ashes 
are poured out, and burn it” (Leviticus 4:12), meaning that he 
should take it outside the three camps. Do you say that he takes it 
outside the three camps, or is he required to take it outside only 
one camp? 


NOTES 


u 


244 


There it states that bulls and goats are burned outside three 
camps, etc. -^9 niam wow yan WN KIT TT: All sin offerings 
that are burned are juxtaposed with each other, to teach that the 
location of burning and the halakhot of ritual impurity are the 
same for all of them (see 83a). The baraita later on in the amud 
derives from verses that all sin offerings are burned outside three 
camps. The baraita here serves to explain why the verse states 
that the bull and goat that are burned on Yom Kippur are brought 
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outside the camp” (Leviticus 16:27), i.e., just one camp, since they 
are burned outside three camps. The baraita explains that this 
phrase relates to the next verse: “And he who burns them shall 
wash his garments” (Leviticus 16:28), teaching that the priests 
render their garments impure once they emerge from one camp. 
Because sin offerings that are burned are juxtaposed, this halakha 
applies to all of them: The priests render their garments impure 
once they emerge from one camp. 
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When the verse states with regard to the bull brought as a com- 
munal sin offering: “He shall carry the bull outside the camp, and 
burn it as he burned the first bull” (Leviticus 4:21), it requires 
explanation, as there is no need for the verse to state “outside the 
camp,’ since it is already stated at the end of that same verse: “And 
burn it as he burned the first bull,” which indicates that all the 
halakhot of the bull brought as a sin offering of a High Priest apply 
to the bull brought as a communal sin offering. What then does the 
verse mean when it states “outside the camp”? To give it a second 
camp, i.e. it indicates that it must be removed not only from the 
camp of the Divine Presence, corresponding to the Temple, but 
also from the Levite camp, corresponding to the Temple Mount. 


And when another verse states with regard to the removal of the 
ash: “And he shall put offhis garments, and put on other garments, 
and carry forth the ashes outside the camp to a pure place” (Leviti- 
cus 6:4), that verse also requires an explanation, as there is no need 
for the verse to state this, since it is already stated with regard to 
the bull brought as a sin offering of a High Priest: “Even the whole 
bull shall he carry outside the camp to a pure place, where the ashes 
are poured out, and burn it on wood with fire; where the ashes are 
poured out shall it be burned” (Leviticus 4:12). The repetition of 


“outside the camp” indicates that he is required to give it a third 


camp, i.e., teaching that it is burned when outside the Israelite 
camp, corresponding to the land outside the walls of Jerusalem. 


The Gemara asks: And what does Rabbi Shimon do with this 
phrase, stated with regard to the bull and goat of Yom Kippur: 
“Outside the camp” (Leviticus 16:27), given that he holds that 
the garments do not become impure until the offering is burning? 
The Gemara answers: He requires it for that which is taught in a 
baraita: Rabbi Eliezer says: It is stated here: “Outside the camp,” 
and it is stated there, with regard to the red heifer: “He shall bring 
it outside the camp” (Numbers 19:3). Just as here, the bull and 
goat of Yom Kippur are burned outside three camps, so too there, 
the red heifer is burned outside three camps." And just as there, 
the red heifer is burned east of Jerusalem, since it must be burned 


“toward the front of the Tent of Meeting” (Numbers 19:4), opposite 


the entrance of the Temple, which is to its east, 


so too here, the bull and goat of Yom Kippur are burned east of 
Jerusalem. 


But according to the Rabbis, then, where outside Jerusalem do 
they burn them? The Gemara responds: As it is taught in a baraita: 
Where are the bulls and goats burned? They are burned north of 
Jerusalem,” outside of the three camps. Rabbi Yosei HaGelili 
says: They are burned on the place of the ashes," where the ashes 
from the altar were poured. 


HALAKHA 


They are burned on the place of the ashes — pow wt max: 
When sin offerings whose blood is sprinkled on the inner altar are 
burned in accordance with their mitzva, they are burned in the 


place of the ashes outside Jerusalem. This is in accordance with 
the statement of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 7:4). 


HALAKHA 

The place of burning the red heifer - naw oipa 
MATS TB: The red heifer must be burned outside the 
Temple Mount, as is stated: “He shall bring it outside 
the camp” (Numbers 19:3). They would burn it on the 
Mount of Olives, east of the Temple. The Kesef Mishne 
explains based on the Gemara that the Rambam did 
not state the halakha precisely, as the heifer must 
be burned outside Jerusalem (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Para Aduma 3:2). 


NOTES 


North of Jerusalem — oben jiayh: Because sin 
offerings are slaughtered on the north side of the 
Temple courtyard, this is apparently the appropriate 
direction to take them for burning (Rashi). 
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NOTES 


Who is the tanna who disagrees with Rabbi 
Yosei HaGelili — »pp sat aby 3997 xan 1x0 
ban: From the fact that the first tanna said 
only that the bulls and goats are burned north 
of Jerusalem, and Rabbi Yosei HaGelili then speci- 
fied the place of the ashes, the first tanna must 
disagree with him. If so, it must be explained how 
this tanna interprets the verse: “Where the ashes 
are poured out shall it be burned” (Leviticus 4:12). 


That ashes must be there - W1 Ow mw: Rashi 
apparently understands this to be the opinion 
of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili. The intention is that 
he bull must be burned in a place where ashes 
were previously poured, and not necessarily 
hat ashes already be there at the time (Korban 
Aharon). According to the commentary attributed 
o Ra’avad on Torat Kohanim, there must be ashes 
already there at the time, and if there are none 
hen some must be brought from the place of 
he ashes on the Temple Mount. Rabbi Eliyahu 

izrahi objects that Torat Kohanim explicitly states 
hat there do not need to be ashes already there 
at the time, and explains that there is a difference 
between what is required ab initio and what is 
sufficient after the fact. 


HALAKHA 


One who assists at the actual time of burning - 
mp Ww nywa y»: For all sin offerings that are 
burned, the priest who burns them renders his 
garments impure from the time of burning. And 
who is considered one who burns? It is one who 
assists at the actual time of burning, e.g., by turn- 
ing the flesh, adding firewood, or stoking the fire. 
The priests who light the fire or set up the arrange- 
ment of wood remain pure (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Para Aduma 5:4). 


But they do not render garments impure once 
they become ash - paun px 32% pruwi 
wna: A priest who is involved with burning a sin 
offering of a type that is burned does not render 
his garments impure from the time the offering 
becomes ash (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Para 
Aduma 5:4). 
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Rava said: Who is the tanna who disagrees with Rabbi Yosei 
HaGelili?" It is Rabbi Eliezer ben Yaakov, as it is taught in a 
baraita: The verse states with regard to bulls that are burned: 
“Where the ashes are poured out [shefekh hadeshen] shall it be 
burned” (Leviticus 4:12). This teaches that ashes must be there" 
already when the bulls are burned. Rabbi Eliezer ben Yaakov 
says: This verse teaches that its place should slope [meshupakh] 
downward so that ashes from the burning will slide downhill. 


Abaye said to Rava: Perhaps they disagree only about whether 
the place must slope, but Rabbi Eliezer ben Yaakov agrees that it 
must be the place where the ashes from the altar were deposited. 


§ The Sages taught in a baraita: The verse states with regard to 
the bull and goat of Yom Kippur: “And he who burns them shall 
wash his garments” (Leviticus 16:28). This teaches that only the 
one who burns them renders his garments impure, but the 
one who kindles the fire does not render his garments impure, 
and the one who sets up the arrangement of wood does not 
render his garments impure. And who is considered the one 
who burns? One who assists at the actual time of burning." 


One might have thought that this priest renders his garments 
impure even after the bull and goat become ash. Therefore, the 
verse states: “And he who burns them” (Leviticus 16:28), teaching 
that they, the whole bull and goat, render garments impure, but 
they do not render garments impure once they become ash." 
Rabbi Shimon says: The word “them” teaches that they render 
garments impure, but once the flesh is incinerated they do not 
render garments impure. 


The Gemara asks: What is the difference between the opinion of 
the first tanna and the opinion of Rabbi Shimon? Rava said: The 
difference between them is when he turned it into a charred 
mass, and the form of the animal has become distorted, but has 
not actually become ash. The first tanna holds that at this stage 
the offering still transmits impurity, whereas Rabbi Shimon holds 
that it does not. 
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After discussing the right of priests to a share of sacrificial meat, the Gemara con- 
cludes that every priest from the patrilineal family serving that day in the Temple 
may receive a share, provided he is fit to perform the service from the time the 
offering’s blood is sprinkled until its fats are burned on the altar. Nevertheless, if he 
is fit to perform the service but not fit to partake of sacrificial meat, e.g., in the case 
of a High Priest in acute mourning, then he does not receive a share. Anyone who is 
not fit during the necessary time period does not receive a share, even if he will be 
fit in the evening, e.g., if he was impure and immersed or he was an acute mourner. 
There is an exception to this in that blemished priests may receive a share of sacrificial 
meat whether their blemish is permanent or temporary, even though they are not 
fit for service. 


The Gemara examines at length the subject of a priest in acute mourning, who is 
prohibited by Torah law to perform the service or to partake of sacrificial meat on 
the day his relative dies. The Sages disagree as to whether this prohibition extends to 
the following night by Torah law, and the discussion concludes that the prohibition at 
night is by rabbinic law. Therefore, if a person is an acute mourner on the fourteenth 
of Nisan, the day the Paschal offering is sacrificed, then because the essential mitzva 
is to consume the Paschal offering at night, the Sages rendered it permitted for him 
in certain circumstances to sacrifice it during the day while in acute mourning and 
consume it at night. The Gemara also concludes that if one’s relative is not buried 
on the day he died, then acute mourning continues by rabbinic law until the end 
of the day of burial. In the course of this discussion, the Gemara also analyzes the 
narrative of the eighth day of the inauguration of the Tabernacle, on which Aaron’s 
sons Nadav and Avihu died. 


With regard to the right of the priests to the offering’s hide, the chapter concludes 
that the priests acquire not only the hide of a burnt offering, which the Torah teaches 
explicitly, but also that of any offering where the priests acquire the meat. Any priest 
who has a right to the meat has a right to the hide, and those priests who have no 
right to the meat have no right to the hide. 


The chapter also clarifies that the priests acquire the hide of a burnt offering whenever 
its flesh is burned on the altar, even if the offering was not slaughtered for its sake. If 
a burnt offering is disqualified, the priests do not acquire its hide. The chapter also 
concludes that although the verse specifies “a man’s burnt offering,” the principle 
applies to burnt offerings of women, converts, and Canaanite slaves as well, since the 
verse means to exclude only burnt offerings of consecrated property. 


Although the priests do not acquire the hide of a disqualified burnt offering, the Sages 
disagree with regard to a case where the hide was flayed before the disqualification, 
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whether the sprinkling of the blood is effective to permit the hide to the priests. There 
is also a dispute with regard to a case where the animal is found to be a tereifa after 
the hide was flayed and the blood was sprinkled. The Gemara concludes that the 
priests do not acquire the hide, and it is burned along with the flesh. But in the case 
of a blemished firstborn offering that is consumed outside the Temple, the priests 
acquire the hide even if it is found to be a tereifa. 


When sin offerings of bulls and goats that are burned outside the Temple are burned 
in accordance with their mitzva, they must be burned in the place of the ashes outside 
the Israelite camp in the wilderness, or outside Jerusalem in the era of the Temple. 
The Sages also derive from the Torah that the garments of both the priest who burns 
the offering and all priests involved in the burning are rendered impure. So too are 
the garments of those who carry the offering out of the Temple, from the time they 
emerge from the Temple courtyard until the offering becomes ash. 


These sin offerings are unique in that their flesh is consumed neither by people nor 
by the altar, and in the course of discussing these offerings, the Gemara explores 
whether the disqualifications of piggul and being left overnight apply to them, given 
that the Torah mentions these disqualifications specifically in the context of offer- 
ings that are consumed. The Gemara similarly addresses the question whether the 
disqualification of emerging from the Temple courtyard before the designated time 
applies to the flesh of these offerings. These dilemmas are not resolved. 


Other discussions of ritual impurity are included tangentially, as well as a discussion 
of the unique standing of Moses and Pinehas as priests, both during and following 
the inauguration of the Temple. 
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And the Lord spoke unto Moses, saying: Speak to Aaron, and to his sons, and 
to all the children of Israel, and say to them: This is the matter that the Lord 
has commanded, saying: Any man of the house of Israel that slaughters an ox, 
or lamb, or goat, in the camp, or that slaughters it outside the camp, and he 
did not bring it to the entrance of the Tent of Meeting, to sacrifice an offering 
to the Lord, before the Tabernacle of the Lord, blood shall be imputed to that 
man, he has shed blood, and that man shall be cut off from among his people. 
In order that the children of Israel shall bring their sacrifices, which they 
slaughter upon the open field, and they shall bring them to the Lord, to the 
entrance of the Tent of Meeting, to the priest, and slaughter them as sacrifices 
of peace offerings to the Lord. And the priest shall sprinkle the blood upon 
the altar of the Lord at the entrance of the Tent of Meeting, and burn the fat 
for a pleasing aroma to the Lord. And they shall not slaughter anymore their 
sacrifices to the se’irim after whom they go astray. This shall be for them an 
eternal statute, throughout their generations. And to them you shall say: Any 
man of the house of Israel, or of the stranger that sojourns among them, that 
offers up a burnt offering or sacrifice, and he will not bring it to the entrance 
of the Tent of Meeting, to sacrifice it to the Lord, and that man shall be cut 


off from his people. 
(Leviticus 17:1-9) 


This chapter will discuss the prohibitions against slaughtering an offering outside 
the Temple courtyard and offering it up by placing it on an altar outside the Temple 
courtyard. These prohibitions are independent of the general prohibition of idol 
worship and apply even if one performed these acts for the sake of God. Both pro- 
hibitions carry the punishment of karet. 


Although they are considered two distinct prohibitions, such that a person who 
violates both is liable twice, the fact that the Torah presents them together and that 
there is clearly a logical connection between the prohibitions leads to an important 
question about the relationship between them. It appears from the verses that one is 
liable for offering up an offering outside the Temple courtyard only if it was fit to have 
been offered up inside the courtyard. In light of this, the Gemara will consider a case 
in which one both slaughtered an offering and offered it up outside the courtyard. 
When one slaughters an offering outside the courtyard, it is thereby rendered unfit; 
is one therefore exempt from liability for subsequently offering it up? 


This chapter will raise various other issues in delineating the scope of these prohibi- 
tions. Is one liable only for slaughtering an offering or offering it up on an altar, or is 
one also liable for performing other sacrificial rites? The verses refer to slaughtering 
and offering up inside or outside “the camp.’ What are the boundaries of this camp? 
Which types of offerings are subject to these prohibitions? This latter question will 
be the main focus of the chapter. 


Although, as noted, it appears from the verses that one is liable for offering up an 
offering outside the courtyard only if it was fit to have been offered up inside, the 
chapter will discuss certain cases of disqualifications where even though the offer- 
ing should not be offered inside the Temple, one may still be liable for offering it up 
outside. 


Also to be discussed in this chapter are those elements that render one liable when 
offering up an offering outside the Temple courtyard. Is liability incurred only for a 
complete offering or also for parts of offerings? Is one liable when part of an offering 
is sacrificed inside the Temple and the rest is sacrificed outside the Temple? 
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MI S HN A One who slaughters an offering outside 


the Temple courtyard and one who offers 
it up outside" the Temple courtyard is liable for the slaughter 
and liable for the offering up," as each act involves an indepen- 
dent prohibition. If done intentionally, he is liable to receive exci- 
sion from the World-to-Come [karet] for each act, and if done 
unwittingly, he is liable to bring a sin offering for each act. 


Rabbi Yosei HaGelili says: If he slaughtered an offering inside 
the courtyard and then offered it up outside" the courtyard, he 
is liable. But if he slaughtered it outside, thereby rendering it 
unfit, and then he offered it up outside, he is exempt for the 
offering up, as he offered up only an item that is unfit, and one is 
liable only for offering up an item that is fit to be offered up inside 
the Temple. The Rabbis said to him: According to your reasoning, 
even in a case where he slaughters it inside and offers it up 
outside, he should be exempt, since the moment that he took 
it outside the courtyard, he thereby rendered it unfit. Yet, in 
such a case, he is certainly liable for offering it up. So too, one 
who slaughters an offering outside and then offers it up outside 
is liable. 


One who is ritually impure who ate sacrificial food, whether it 
was ritually impure sacrificial food or ritually pure sacrificial 
food, is liable to receive karet if he did so intentionally and to 
bring a sliding-scale offering if he did so unwittingly. Rabbi Yosei 
HaGelili says: An impure person who ate pure sacrificial food is 
liable. But an impure person who ate impure’ sacrificial food 
is exempt, as he merely ate an impure item, and the prohibition 
against eating sacrificial food while one is impure applies only to 
pure sacrificial food. The Rabbis said to him: According to your 
logic, this halakha would apply even in a case of an impure person 
who ate what had been pure sacrificial food, because once he 
touched it, he thereby rendered it ritually impure. Yet, in such a 
case, he is certainly liable for eating it. So too, an impure person 
who ate impure sacrificial food is liable. 


And a pure person who ate impure sacrificial food" is exempt, 
as one is liable for eating sacrificial food in impurity only due 
to the impurity of one’s body, but not due to the impurity of 
the food. 


HALAKHA 


One who slaughters an offering and one who offers it up 
outside - yna abyam miwn: One who unwittingly slaughters 
an offering outside the Temple courtyard, and then offers it up 
outside the Temple courtyard, is liable to bring two sin offerings, 
one for the slaughtering and one for the offering up (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 18:5). 


He slaughtered inside and offered up outside - 0333 vnw 
yina aby: One who slaughters an offering inside the Temple 
and then offers it up outside is liable for the offering up. Con- 
versely, one who slaughters an offering outside and then offers 
it up inside is liable for the slaughtering (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 18:5). 


An impure person who ate impure - XD boxw wiv: Ifa ritually 
impure person eats an olive-bulk of sacrificial food, he is liable, 
even if that food is impure. He is liable only if he was impure with 
a degree of impurity for which he would be liable to receive karet 
if he entered the Temple. If the eating of the sacrificial food was 
intentional, he is liable to receive karet. If it was unwitting, he is 
liable to bring a sin offering (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 18:13). 


A pure person who ate impure sacrificial food — boxw sino 
av: A ritually pure person who intentionally ate an olive-bulk of 
impure sacrificial food is liable to receive lashes but is not liable to 
receive karet (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 
18:12). 


NOTES 


Liable for the slaughter and liable for the offering up — 
aby by sem aya by am: Despite the similarity 
between the two ‘prohibitions, which both involve the 
sacrifice of an animal outside of the Temple courtyard, 
they are nevertheless counted as two independent pro- 
hibitions. One relates to the slaughter of a consecrated 
animal and the other concerns the performance of the 
subsequent sacrificial rites. Therefore, even if one per- 
formed both in a single lapse of awareness, e.g., if he was 
not aware that the prohibition still applies nowadays, he 
would nevertheless be liable for each action. 
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_ BACKGROUND 

Mercury — Dp: The reference here is to the Roman 
god Mercurius, which corresponds to the Greek god 
Hermes. In Aramaic this idol is referred to as Markulis, i.e., 
he r phoneme has been replaced with an / phoneme. 
This is a common phenomenon, and it is possible that 
in this case it was done intentionally in order to avoid 
having to pronounce the proper name of the deity. 
This deity was considered by its adherents to pro- 
vide protection for travelers and merchants. Because of 
his, travelers and merchants would erect statues of it at 
crossroads. Frequently, the statue would not be whole, 
but rather just a head placed on top of a pillar, a structure 
hat was called a herm. The usual form of worship of this 
idol was to cast stones toward the statue. Over the course 
of time a large pile of rocks would accumulate, and those 
rocks would then be considered part of the idol itself. 

From the Mishna and other sources it appears that 
sometimes there was no statue present at all. Rather, 
people would erect a symbolic pile of three stones, two 
side by side and the third above them, as a representation 
of the idol. 

Some have suggested that the Gemara is referring 
specifically to a syncretistic amalgamation of Mercury 
and an ancient Near Eastern deity. 


Relief of Mercurius with worshipper sacrificing a goat 
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G E M ARA The mishna teaches that if one both slaugh- 


ters and offers up an offering outside the 
Temple courtyard, he is liable for each act, as they are independent 
prohibitions. The Gemara asks: Granted that one is liable for the 
offering up, as the punishment for this act is written in the Torah 
and the prohibition concerning this act is also written in the Torah. 
The punishment is as it is written: “Any man... that offers up a burnt 
offering or sacrifice, and will not bring it to the entrance of the Tent 
of Meeting, to sacrifice it to the Lord, and that man shall be cut off 
from his people” (Leviticus 17:8-9). The prohibition is as it is writ- 
ten: “Take heed to yourself lest you offer up your burnt offerings 
in every place that you see” (Deuteronomy 12:13). And this is in 
accordance with that which Rabbi Avin says that Rabbi Elazar 
says: Wherever it is stated in the Torah: Observe, or: Lest, or: Do 
not, it is nothing other than a prohibition. Accordingly, the verse 
in Deuteronomy is understood as issuing a prohibition. 


But for the slaughtering, why is one liable? Granted that the punish- 
ment is stated in the Torah, as it is written: “Any man ... that slaugh- 
ters it outside the camp, and he did not bring it to the entrance of 
the Tent of Meeting, to sacrifice an offering to the Lord, before the 

Tabernacle of the Lord...that man shall be cut off from among his 

people” (Leviticus 17:3-4). But from where do we derive its prohi- 
bition? One is liable only in a case where the Torah specifies both 

the prohibition and the punishment. The Gemara answers: The 

verse states in the continuation of that passage: “And they shall not 

slaughter anymore their offerings to the se’irim after whom they go 

astray” (Leviticus 17:7). 


The Gemara questions the use of this verse as a source: But this 
verse is necessary for the purpose of expounding in accordance 
with the statement of Rabbi Elazar, as he says: From where is it 
derived with regard to one who slaughters an animal as an offering 
to Mercury,™ a pagan deity, that he is liable even though this is not 
the established manner in which that deity is worshipped? As it is 
written: “And they shall not slaughter anymore their offerings to 
the se’irim.” If the verse is not needed to teach the matter of worship- 
ping a deity in accordance with its established manner, as it is 
already taught that one is liable for this, as it is written: “Take heed 
to yourself... lest you inquire after their gods, saying: How do these 
nations serve their gods, so too will I do likewise” (Deuteronomy 
12:30), then apply it to the matter of worshipping a deity in a way 
that is not in accordance with its established manner. 


Rabba said: Both halakhot can be derived from the same verse. Read 
into the verse as though it stops after the phrase: “And they shall not 
slaughter” (Leviticus 17:7), and relates to the prohibition against 
slaughtering outside the Temple courtyard, which was mentioned 
in the previous verses. And also read into the verse as relating to the 
verse’s continuation: And not anymore their offerings to the se’irim, 
which serves as the source for the prohibition against sacrificing 
offerings to false deities. 


The Gemara challenges: But the verse is still necessary for the pur- 
pose of expounding that which is taught in a baraita: The verse 
states: “Any man... that slaughters it outside the camp, and he did 
not bring it to the entrance of the Tent of Meeting, to sacrifice an 
offering to the Lord” (Leviticus 17:3-4). Until this point, the verse 
is speaking about sacrificial animals that one consecrated during 
a period when the prohibition against sacrificing on private altars 
was in effect, i.e., after the Tabernacle was erected, and then he also 
sacrificed them during a period when the prohibition against 
sacrificing on private altars was in effect. 


One who slaughters an animal to Mercury — maga nait 
papa): If one pours a libation to Ba’al-Peor or slaughters an 
animal as an offering to Mercury, even though these actions 
are not the established manner in which these idols are 


HALAKHA 


worshipped, one is liable for performing an act of idol worship 
since he performed a service for them in the same manner as 
that which is done in the Temple (Rambam Sefer HaMadda, 
Hilkhot Avoda Zara 3:3). 
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This is apparent, as the punishment for sacrificing them is 
stated" in this verse: “And he did not bring it to the entrance 
of the Tent of Meeting, to sacrifice an offering to the Lord, 
before the Tabernacle of the Lord...that man shall be cut off 
from among his people.” The prohibition is also explicit, as it is 
written: “Take heed" to yourself lest you offer up your burnt 
offerings in every place that you see” (Deuteronomy 12:13). 


From that point onward, the verse is speaking about sacrificial 
animals that one consecrated during a period when there was 
permission to sacrifice offerings on private altars, i.e., before the 
Tabernacle was erected, and then he sacrificed them outside 
the Tabernacle during a period when the prohibition against 
sacrificing on private altars was in effect. 


This is apparent, as it is stated: “In order that the children of 
Israel shall bring their sacrifices, which they slaughter upon 
the open field, that they shall bring them to the Lord, to the 
entrance of the Tent of Meeting” (Leviticus 17:5). The phrase 
“their sacrifices, which they slaughter” is interpreted as referring 
to offerings that I have previously permitted for you to slaugh- 
ter on private altars. This verse teaches that those offerings may 
now be sacrificed only inside the Tabernacle. The phrase “upon 
the open field” tells you that in the case of one who slaughters 
an offering on a private altar during a period when the prohibi- 
tion against sacrificing on private altars is in effect, even if he 
sacrifices the offering to God, the verse ascribes him blame as if 
he sacrificed it upon the open field” in idolatrous worship. 


The verse continues: “That they shall bring them to the Lord.” 
This is a positive mitzva to sacrifice in the Tabernacle even offer- 
ings that were consecrated before the Tabernacle was erected. 

From where is it derived that there is a prohibition against sac- 
rificing them outside the Tabernacle? The verse states: “And they 
shall not slaughter anymore their offerings to the se’irim after 

whom they go astray; this shall be to them an eternal statute, 
throughout their generations” (Leviticus 17:7). 


One might have thought that sacrificing these offerings outside 
the Tabernacle would be punishable by karet, as is the halakha 
with regard to offerings consecrated after the Tabernacle was 
erected. Therefore, the verse states: “This shall be to them 
an eternal statute, throughout their generations” (Leviticus 
17:7). One can infer from this verse that this, the punishment for 
transgressing a positive mitzva and a prohibition, applies to them, 
but no other punishment applies to them. It is clear from this 
baraita that the verse “And they shall not slaughter anymore” is 
used to teach about the prohibition against sacrificing outside the 
Tabernacle those offerings that were consecrated while there 
was permission to sacrifice on private altars, and not those offer- 
ings that were consecrated while it was prohibited to sacrifice on 
private altars. 


Rather, Rabbi Avin says: The prohibition against slaughtering 
an offering outside the Temple is derived through an a fortiori 
inference: Just as in a case in which the Torah did not prescribe 
punishment for a certain action, it nevertheless prohibited it, as 
is the case with regard to sacrificing outside the Temple an offer- 
ing consecrated while there was permission to sacrifice on private 
altars, so too, in a case in which the Torah did prescribe punish- 
ment for a certain action, as is the case with regard to slaughtering 
outside the Temple an offering consecrated while it was prohib- 
ited to sacrifice on private altars, is it not logical that the Torah 
prohibited the action? 


NOTES 

As the punishment for them is stated — Twas jwaiy aw: 
There is no clear indication in these verses that they refer 
specifically to offerings that were consecrated during 
a period when the use of private altars was prohibited. 
Rashi alludes to this by explaining simply that since there 
is no indication to the contrary, the verses are assumed to 
be referring to such offerings. Accordingly, the baraita is 
not to be understood as offering a proof that the verse is 
referring to such a case, but merely noting the source of 
the punishment and prohibition for that case. 

Rabbeinu Hillel, in his commentary to Torat Kohanim, 
claims the baraita is offering a proof. He suggests that the 
phrase: “And he did not bring it to the entrance of the 
Tent of Meeting” (Leviticus 17:4), indicates that the verse is 
referring to a time when there is an expectation to bring 
the offerings to the Tabernacle. Accordingly, it is clear that 
itis referring to a time when the Tabernacle exists and the 
prohibition of private altars is already in force. 


The prohibition, as it is written: Take heed — mmx 
aw D7: The verse refers to offering up, not to slaugh- 
ering. How then can the baraita claim that this verse is 
he source of the prohibition against slaughtering an 
offering outside the Temple? Tosafot suggest that this 
baraita assumes the existence of the verbal analogy that 
he Gemara cites later on, according to which it can be 
derived from the prohibition against offering up outside 
he Temple that there is also a prohibition against slaugh- 
ering an offering outside the Temple. 


As if he sacrificed it upon the open field - 2177 toga 
TIWI by: Rashi in tractate Avoda Zara (51b) explains 
hat sacrificing “ upon the open field” is a reference to 
a sacrifice to an idol. Rashi here explains that it refers to 
any case where the offering was slaughtered without 
any specific purpose, i.e., neither for God nor for idol wor- 
ship. According to Rashi here it is understandable why 
the verse must highlight the fact that sacrificing such 
an offering is a violation of both positive mitzvot and 
prohibitions. 
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NOTES 

That they render other items ritually impure through 
and Rabbeinu Hananel both note that even hough 
the Gemara states that any amount renders other items 
ritually impure, there is still a minimum size require- 
ment, albeit a very small one. This is equal to the size 
of a skink, the smallest of the eight ritually impure 
creeping animals, which when it is born is as small 
as a lentil-bulk. This teaches a halakha for all of the 
creeping animals; a piece of their carcasses will render 
other items ritually impure only if it is at least the size 
of a lentil-bulk. 


Ritually pure creeping animals, that their prohibi- 
tion is for consuming any amount - ony DSW 
mwaa por: Only the eight creeping animals cited 
in Leviticus 11:29-30 render other items ritually impure 
through contact with their carcasses. Consumption 
of all other creeping animals is forbidden, but their 
carcasses do not render other items ritually impure. 

Rashi explains that with regard to ritually pure 
creeping animals, one is liable for eating even a lentil- 
bulk. This is based on the Gemara in Me‘ila 16b, where 
it is derived with regard to ritually impure creeping 
animals that liability is incurred for eating an amount 
that can render other items ritually impure, which is 
a lentil-bulk. Rashi assumes that liability for eating 
ritually pure creeping animals is also subject to this 
minimum size requirement. Josafot disagree; they note 
that according to the conclusion of that Gemara in 
Me'ila, the derivation is restricted to ritually impure 
creeping animals, but liability for eating ritually pure 
creeping animals is incurred only for eating an olive- 
bulk, which is the standard quantity for liability with 
regard to most prohibited foods. Therefore, Josafot 
interpret the Gemara here as referring to a case where 
one eats a whole creeping animal. In such a case, the 
fact that the animal is whole, as it was formed initially, 
lends significance to it such that one is liable for eat- 
ing it even if it is far smaller than an olive-bulk. Tzon 
Kodashim defends Rashi’s explanation by noting that 
it is possible to understand the Gemara in Me‘ila as 
equating ritually impure and ritually pure creeping 
animals, even according to its conclusion, and indeed, 
that is how Rashi there explains that Gemara. 


Skink, one of the impure creeping animals listed in Leviticus 
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Ravina said to Rav Ashi: If so, that whenever the Torah states 
a punishment for a certain action, there is no need for it to state 
the prohibition, then let the Torah not state a prohibition with 
regard to eating forbidden fat of a kosher animal, and then derive 
the fact that it is prohibited through an a fortiori inference from 
the prohibition against eating an unslaughtered animal carcass: 
Just as with regard to a carcass, even though the Torah did not 
prescribe punishment for consuming it, it nevertheless prohib- 
ited consuming it, so too, with regard to animal fat, for which the 
Torah did prescribe punishment, is it not logical that the Torah 
prohibited its consumption? 


Rav Ashi came before Rava and said to him: The prohibition 
against eating animal fat can also not be derived from the prohi- 
bition of a carcass, as the a fortiori inference can be refuted as 
follows: What is notable about a carcass? It is notable in that 
it renders other items ritually impure through contact with it. 
Forbidden fat does not share this stringency. The existence of a 
unique stringency undermines the possibility of using an a fortiori 
inference. 


Rav Ashi raises the possibility of deriving the prohibition against 
eating forbidden fat through an a fortiori inference from various 
other prohibitions that, like forbidden fat, do not carry the strin- 
gency of being punishable by karet, and Rava rejects each one. Can 
one derive the prohibition against eating forbidden fat from the 
prohibition against eating carcasses of ritually impure creeping 
animals (see Leviticus 11:41)? One cannot, as what is notable 
about ritually impure creeping animals? They are notable in that 
they render other items ritually impure though contact with any 
amount of them. Forbidden fat does not share this stringency. 


Can one derive it from the prohibition against eating the carcasses 
of ritually pure creeping animals (see Leviticus 11:41), which do 
not have the capacity to render other items ritually impure? One 
cannot, as what is notable about ritually pure creeping animals? 
They are notable in that with regard to their prohibition there 
is liability for consuming any amount" of them. Forbidden fat 
does not share this stringency, as one is liable only if he eats an 
olive-bulk of it. 


Can one derive it from the prohibition against eating the fruit of 
a tree during the first three years after its planting [orla] or 
from the prohibition against eating diverse kinds in a vineyard, 
for which one is liable only if he eats an olive-bulk of them, just 
like with regard to animal fat? One cannot, as what is notable 
about orla and diverse kinds in a vineyard? They are notable in 
that they are items from which deriving benefit is prohibited. 
Forbidden fat does not share this stringency. 


Can one derive it from the prohibition against eating Sabbatical 
Year produce, from which benefit is permitted just like with regard 
to animal fat? One cannot, as what is notable about Sabbatical 
Year produce? It is notable in that it transfers its sanctity to the 
money with which it is purchased. Forbidden fat does not share 
this stringency. 


Can one derive it from the prohibition of a non-priest partaking 
of the portion of the produce that is designated for the priest 
[teruma]? One cannot, as in the case of teruma there are no 
circumstances in which its general prohibition was permitted. 
The prohibition concerning teruma applies broadly, unlike in the 
case of forbidden fat, where the prohibition applies only to the 
fat of domesticated animals but not to the fat of undomesticated 
animals. Rava notes that the possibility of deriving the prohibition 
against eating forbidden fat from all of those prohibitions can 
also be refuted based on this claim, as in those cases, too, there 
are no circumstances in which their general prohibition was 
permitted. 
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Rava said: If there is a difficulty for me in accepting Rabbi Avin’s 
claim that the prohibition against slaughtering an offering outside 
the Temple can be derived via an a fortiori inference, this is dif- 
ficult for me: That which we learned in a mishna (Karetot 2a), 
which enumerates the thirty-six cases for which one is liable to 
receive karet. The end of that mishna lists: One who neglects 
sacrificing the Paschal offering and one who does not undergo 
circumcision, which are positive mitzvot, unlike the other cases 
enumerated in the mishna, which are all prohibitions. 


Rava explains his difficulty: If Rabbi Avin is correct, derive that 
there is a prohibition against neglecting the sacrifice of the Paschal 
offering and not undergoing circumcision via an a fortiori infer- 
ence from the case of one who leaves over" sacrificial meat® 
beyond the allotted period for its consumption (see Leviticus 
22:30): Just as in the case of one who leaves over sacrificial meat, 
where the Torah did not prescribe punishment but nevertheless 
prohibited this act, so too, with regard to neglecting the sacrifice 
of the Paschal offering and not undergoing circumcision, for 
which the Torah did prescribe punishment, is it not logical that 
the Torah actually prohibited neglecting them as well? 


Rav Ashi said: I stated this very discussion before Rav Kahana, 
and he said to me: One cannot derive a prohibition against 
neglecting the sacrifice of the Paschal offering from the case of 
one who leaves over sacrificial meat via an a fortiori inference, as 
it can be refuted: What is notable about one who leaves over 
sacrificial meat? He is notable in that there is no remedy once 
the prohibition has been violated. Shall you say the same about 
the neglect of the Paschal offering, for which there is a remedy?" 
One who fails to bring it on the first Pesah must bring it on the 
second Pesah. 


The Gemara challenges the very premise of Rabbi Avin’s claim: 
But can one derive that the Torah prohibits an action via an 
a fortiori inference? Even the one who says that the court admin- 
isters punishment based on an a fortiori inference concedes that 
one does not derive a prohibition from an a fortiori inference.’ 
Therefore, Rabbi Avin’s claim is refuted. 


Rather, the prohibition against slaughtering an offering outside 
the Temple courtyard can be derived in accordance with the 
statement of Rabbi Yohanan, who says: It is derived from the 
prohibition against offering up outside the Temple through a 
verbal analogy between the reference to bringing stated with 
regard to slaughtering outside the Temple, and the reference to 
bringing stated with regard to offering up outside the Temple. 


With regard to slaughtering, it is stated: “Or that slaughters it 
outside the camp, and he did not bring it to the entrance of the 
Tent of Meeting” (Leviticus 17:3-4), and with regard to offering 
up, it is stated: “That offers up a burnt offering or sacrifice, and he 
will not bring it to the entrance of the Tent of Meeting” (Leviticus 
17:8-9). The verbal analogy teaches that just as there, with regard 
to offering up, the Torah did not prescribe punishment for an 
action unless it also explicitly prohibited the action, so too here, 
with regard to slaughtering, the Torah did not prescribe punish- 
ment unless it also prohibited it. Therefore, even though the 
Torah does not explicitly state the prohibition, it is evident that it 
is prohibited. 


NOTES 


Derive via an a fortiori inference from one who leaves over — 
vnan snimdpa wn: It is reasonable to derive an a fortiori infer- 
ence from the case of one who leaves over sacrificial meat, as it 
is similar to the Paschal offering and circumcision in that they 


are all violated though inaction (Tosafot). 


Paschal offering for which there is a remedy — b w! nD 
mpa: This claim can also be applied to circumcision. Even if 
one neglected the mitzva and is liable to receive karet, if he 
subsequently circumcises himself he thereby exempts himself 
from the punishment (Tzon Kodashim). 


BACKGROUND 


One who leaves over sacrificial meat - Ymi: Any offering 
whose meat is eaten has a set time for the consumption of 
the meat. For example, the meat of a thanks offering and of 
a sin offering must be eaten before the morning following 
their sacrifice, while the meat of a peace offering may be 
eaten until the evening of the following day. After that time 
has passed, any remaining meat is deemed notar, leftover, 
and it is prohibited to derive benefit from it. One who eats 
eftover meat is liable to receive karet. 


Second Pesah — »3% npa: One who fails to sacrifice the 
Paschal offering on the fourteenth of Nisan, the first Pesah, 
may compensate by bringing the offering on the four- 
eenth of lyyar, the second Pesah. This is the halakha both 
if he was prevented from sacrificing it, e.g., he was too far 
rom the Temple to reach it in time, or if he was ritually 
impure at the time, and even if he intentionally neglected 
o sacrifice the Paschal offering. 

All the halakhot that apply to the sacrifice of the Paschal 
offering on the first Pesah apply on the second Pesah, with 
one exception: There is no prohibition against eating or 
possessing leaven on that day. Nevertheless, leaven may 
still not be eaten together with the Paschal offering itself. 


One does not derive a prohibition from an inference - 
PT pa pma px: This is due to the principle that a court 
may not administer punishment unless there is a Torah 
prohibition concerning the act performed. Although that 
prohibition cannot be deduced through an a fortiori infer- 
ence alone, it may be deduced through a verbal analogy or 
one of the other hermeneutical principles. Some suggest 
that the reason one cannot use an a fortiori inference is 
because one can never know for certain the particular 
reasoning behind a given prohibition. Therefore, although 
an action may be prohibited based on the logic of an a 
fortiori inference, that logic cannot necessarily be relied 
upon in order to administer a punishment. 


APT” PD - ZEVAHIM ` PEREK XIII - 106B 


255 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


Perek XIII 
Daf107 Amuda 


HALAKHA 

It is derived through: There, there - ow OW Kny: The 
prohibition against slaughtering an offering outside the 
Temple is derived through a juxtaposition in the verse: “There 
you shall offer up your burnt offerings and there you shall 
do all that | command you” The offering up mentioned in 
he first part is juxtaposed to the sacrifice of the offering in 
he second part, indicated by the phrase “there you shall 
do” The sacrifice of an offering includes its slaughter. The 
juxtaposition teaches that just as with regard to offering 
up, the Torah does not prescribe punishment unless it also 
prohibits it, so too, with regard to slaughtering, the Torah 
does not prescribe punishment unless it also prohibits it. This 
is in accordance with the opinion of Rava and Rabbi Yona 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 18:4). 


NOTES 
Offerings that are to be burned outside that one then 
offered up outside - yinb enw yin wpa: The Gemara 
here disagrees with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili 
recorded in the mishna. There, Rabbi Yosei HaGelili states 
that one is exempt if he offered up, outside the Temple, an 
offering that was slaughtered outside the Temple. 
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Rava said: The prohibition can be derived in accordance with 
the statement of Rabbi Yona, as Rabbi Yona says: It is derived 
from the verse: “But in the place that the Lord will choose in one 
of your tribes, there you shall offer up your burnt offerings and 
there you shall do all that I command you” (Deuteronomy 12:14), 
through the juxtaposition of the word “there” in the first part of 
the verse to the word “there”" in the second part of the verse. 
This serves to juxtapose the offering up, mentioned in the first 
part, to the sacrifice of an offering, mentioned in the second part, 
which includes slaughtering it. Accordingly, it teaches that just 
as there, with regard to offering up, the Torah did not prescribe 
punishment unless it also prohibited it, so too here, with regard 
to slaughtering, the Torah did not prescribe punishment unless 
it also prohibited it. Therefore, even though the Torah does not 
explicitly state the prohibition, it is evident that it is prohibited. 


§ The Gemara (106a) states that the source for the liability for 
offering up outside the Temple is the verse: “Any man... that 
offers up a burnt offering or sacrifice, and he will not bring it to 
the entrance of the Tent of Meeting, to sacrifice it to the Lord, 
and that man shall be cut off from his people” (Leviticus 17:8-9). 
The Gemara asks: We have found that one is liable only for 
offerings that are fit to be burned inside the Temple courtyard, 
having been appropriately slaughtered inside the Temple court- 
yard, which one then offered up outside the courtyard. The 
verse states: “He will not bring it to the entrance of the Tent of 
Meeting,” which indicates that they were fit to be brought to 
the Temple. From where is it derived that one is also liable with 
regard to offerings that are unfit and are to be burned outside 
the Temple as they were unlawfully slaughtered outside the 
Temple courtyard, that one then offered up outside?" 


Rav Kahana said: The beginning of that verse states: “And 
to them [va‘alehem] you shall say” (Leviticus 17:8). The term 
“alehem,’ to them, written with the letter alef, is phonetically 
similar to the term alehem, about them, written with the letter 
ayin. Therefore, the verse can be understood as saying: About 
that which is written in the adjacent passage you shall say. 
The preceding passage discusses offerings that were slaughtered 
outside the Temple, so the liability for offering up outside 
the Temple mentioned in this verse is also referring to those 
offerings. 


Rava objects to this: Is it written: And about them? “And to 
them” is written, and it means that the command should be 
relayed to Aaron, his sons, and the Jewish people, who are 
mentioned in the beginning of the passage. Rather, liability in 
this case is derived as the school of Rabbi Yishmael taught: 
The opening phrase: “And to them you shall say,” starts with 
the conjunction “and” to mix the passages of slaughtering out- 
side the Temple and offering up outside the Temple, in order to 
teach that one is liable for the latter even after having done 
the former. 


Rabbi Yohanan said: Liability in this case is derived through a 
verbal analogy between the reference to bringing stated with 
regard to slaughtering (see Leviticus 17:4), and the reference to 
bringing stated with regard to offering up (see Leviticus 17:9). 
The verbal analogy teaches that just as there, with regard to 
slaughtering, one is liable for offerings that are going to be 
burned outside the Temple, since one slaughtered them there, 
so too here, with regard to offering up, one is liable even for 
offerings that are unfit and so will be burned outside the Temple, 
having been slaughtered there. 
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Rav Beivai objects to these suggestions: But what about that 
which we learned in a mishna (Karetot 2a): There are thirty- 
six cases in the Torah for which one is liable to receive karet. 
The mishna enumerates all thirty-six, and offering up outside the 
Temple is counted as only one of them. According to these sug- 
gestions, there are thirty-seven, as there is one case of one who 
offers up an offering that was slaughtered inside the Temple, and 
the other case of one who offers up" an offering that was slaugh- 
tered outside the Temple, which are considered two independent 
prohibitions. The Gemara concedes: This is difficult. 


Q The Gemara considers the source for other prohibitions. And 
concerning that which we learned in a mishna (110a): One who 
sprinkles part of the blood of an offering, e.g. if he sprinkles 
one sprinkling instead of four, outside" the Temple courtyard, is 
liable; from where do we derive this? The tanna derives it from 
that which is taught in a baraita: The verse states with regard 
to one who slaughters outside the Temple courtyard: “Blood 
shall be imputed to that man, he has shed blood, and that man 
shall be cut off from among his people” (Leviticus 17:4). This 
serves to include liability for one who sprinkles sacrificial blood 
outside the Temple courtyard; this is the statement of Rabbi 
Yishmael. Rabbi Akiva says: It is derived from the verse: “Any 
man...that offers up a burnt offering or sacrifice” (Leviticus 17:8). 
The term “or” serves to include liability for one who sprinkles 
blood outside the Temple courtyard. 


The Gemara asks: And as for Rabbi Yishmael, what does he do 
with this term “or” in “a burnt offering or sacrifice” ?" It serves to 
divide them into two independent cases, such that liability is 
incurred even if one offered up only one of them. 


The Gemara asks: And as for Rabbi Akiva, from where does he 
derive the halakha to divide them into two cases? He derives it 
from the next verse: “And he will not bring it to the entrance of 
the Tent of Meeting” (Leviticus 17:9). The term “it” is written in 
the singular to indicate that one is liable even if he offered up only 
one of them. 


And as for Rabbi Yishmael, why does he not derive that halakha 
from the term “it”? The Gemara answers: According to him, that 
term is necessary as the source for the halakha that one is liable 
for offering up a complete animal, but one is not liable for offer- 
ing up an incomplete animal." The term “it” indicates an animal 
in its entirety. And as for Rabbi Akiva, he derives this from the 
repetition of “it” in the continuation of the verse: “He will not 
bring it... to sacrifice it to the Lord” (Leviticus 17:9). 


And as for Rabbi Yishmael, how does he explain the repetition 
of “it”? He holds that each mention teaches about a different 
case: One is referring to offerings that are fit to be burned inside" 
the Temple courtyard that became incomplete" and were then 
offered up outside. And the other one is referring to offerings 
that are unfit and so will be burned outside the Temple as they 
were unlawfully slaughtered outside the Temple courtyard, that 
became incomplete and were offered up outside. In both cases 
one is exempt. And so it is taught in a baraita: Rabbi Yishmael 
says: One might have thought that with regard to offerings 
that were fit to be burned inside the Temple courtyard and that 
became incomplete and were instead offered up outside, one 
would be liable. To dispel this notion, the verse states: “To sacri- 
fice it,” which indicates that for offering up a complete animal 
one is liable, but one is not liable for an incomplete animal. 


And Rabbi Akiva, who has already expounded both mentions of 

“it? disagrees with Rabbi Yishmael and holds that one is liable for 
offerings that are fit to be burned inside that became incomplete 
and were instead offered up outside. 


e publisher 


NOTES 


There is one who offers up and the other one who 
offers up — nwan nwan DN: Rashi explains 
that a prohibition derived through a verbal analogy 
or juxtaposition is regarded as independent of the 
prohibition it was derived from. Therefore, one who 
violates both prohibitions in a single lapse of aware- 


ness is liable to bring two sin offerings. 


Or sacrifice — mat ix: A burnt offering is entirely 
burned on the altar. The term “sacrifice” is used in 
this verse as a generic term for all other types of 
offerings. In contrast to a burnt offering, only select 
parts of other offerings are burned on the altar, 
while the rest of their parts are eaten by the priests 
or the owner of the offering. 


But one is not liable for offering up an incomplete 
animal - p97 by an ivg): The Gemara (108b) 
cites a dispute as to whether this refers to an 
incomplete limb or an incomplete animal. Another 
opinion holds that this derivation refers not to an 
animal offering at all; rather, it refers to offering up 
an incomplete meal offering (see 109b). 


One is referring to offerings that are fit to be 
burned inside, etc. - 3) 039 nup “n: There 
are two independent sources, in order to teac 
that a person is exempt both where the incom- 
plete offering is fit, as it was slaughtered inside the 
Temple, and where it is unfit, having been slaugh- 
tered outside. Had there been only one source, it 
would have been applied to the case of an offering 
slaughtered outside the Temple, teaching that only 
in that case one is exempt; one would still be liable, 
hough, for offering up an incomplete offering that 
was slaughtered inside the Temple. The reason for 
his is that the mishna (86a) states that limbs of an 
offering that were dislodged from the altar should 
be restored to the altar, despite the fact that, having 
already been consumed by the altar's fire, they are 
now incomplete. The essential condition of liability 
or offering up outside the Temple is that one is 
iable only if the offering is fit to be offered upon the 
altar inside the Temple (see 109a). Therefore, since 
here exists a case in which one is required to place 
incomplete limbs upon the altar, one might have 
hought that a person would be liable for offering 
up incomplete limbs outside the Temple. To counter 
his, the Torah provides an independent source to 
indicate that even in this case one is exempt. 


HALAKHA 


One who sprinkles part of the blood outside — 
yana ot nypa Prt: One who sprinkles part of 
the blood of an offering outside the Temple court- 
yard is liable, in accordance with the ruling of the 
mishna on noa (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 19:13). 


Offerings that are fit to be burned inside that 
became incomplete, etc. - NW od WPI 
"131: With regard to items that are supposed to be 
offered up on the altar, e.g., the handful from the 
meal offering, the frankincense, the sacrificial por- 
ions of an offering, the burnt offering, the meal 
offering of a priest, or the libations, if any of them 
became incomplete inside the Temple and then 
one offered them up outside, he is exempt from 
iability. This is derived from the verse: “He will not 
bring it...to sacrifice it to the Lord” (Leviticus 17:9), 
which indicates that one is liable only in a case 
where he offered up the complete item outside. 
This is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yishmael, which is also the opinion expressed in 
he unattributed mishna on 109b (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 19:9, and Kesef 
Mishne and Lehem Mishne there). 
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NOTES 


Or that slaughters — pw WW ix: The verse states: “Any 
man of the house of Israel that slaughters an ox, or lamb, 
or goat, in the camp, or that slaughters it outside the camp” 
The derivation is based on the unnecessary repetition 
of the phrase “that slaughters” in the second part of the 
verse (see Rashi). 


For expounding as part of a verbal analogy - mw mond: 
This verbal analogy, which is elucidated in tractate Nedarim 
(78a) and tractate Bava Batra (120b), associates the phrase 
“this is the matter” written with regard to slaughtering an 
offering outside the Temple with the identical phrase in 
he passage detailing the annulment of vows (see Num- 
bers 30:2). The verbal analogy teaches two halakhot. First, 
he passage in Numbers is addressed specifically to the 
eaders of the tribes. One might have thought that only 
a panel of expert judges, like those leaders, can annul 
vows. The verbal analogy teaches that just as the passage 
concerning slaughtering outside the Temple is addressed 
o all of the Jewish people, as it begins: “Speak to Aaron, 
and to his sons, to all the children of Israel” (Leviticus 17:2), 
he same applies with regard to the annulment of vows, 
and even a panel of three common people has the power 
o annul a vow. A second halakha derived via the verbal 
analogy is that the consecration of an animal, which is 
done by verbal declaration, is also regarded as a vow to 
he extent that just as a vow may be annulled, so too, the 
consecration of an animal may be annulled. Accordingly, if 
one slaughtered an offering outside the Temple and then 
had the consecration annulled, he would not be liable for 
his act because it is found that the original consecration of 
he animal never took effect, and so he did nothing more 
han slaughter a non-sacred animal outside the Temple, 
which is permitted. 


For the sake of those who cannot eat it, it is disqualified - 
poaixd Kow nba): This disqualification is a unique facet 
of the Paschal offering. An essential goal of the Paschal 
offering is that it be consumed. Therefore, if it is slaugh- 
tered exclusively for the sake of those who are unable to 
partake of it, for example, for elderly or unwell people 
who will not each be able to consume an olive-bulk of its 
meat, then the offering is disqualified (see Pesahim 66a). 


HALAKHA 


One who slaughters a bird outside is liable but one is 
not liable for pinching its nape - x) Sen xan nwa by 
phinn by: One who pinches the nape of a bird offering 
outside the courtyard is exempt. If he then proceeds to 
offer up that bird outside the courtyard, he is exempt. But if 
one slaughters a bird outside the courtyard and then offers 
it up outside the courtyard, he is liable to bring two sin 
offerings. This is because slaughtering is the valid method 
of killing outside the courtyard and so it stands in place 
of the pinching of the nape done inside the courtyard 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 18:18, 
and see Ra‘avad there). 


One who takes a handful and one who collects the 
handful fom a meal offering Baik ae courtyard, 
and one who collects the blood of an offering in a vessel 
outside the courtyard, is exempt. This is because neither 
of these acts complete a sacrificial rite. This halakha is 
in accordance with the baraita cited on 15b (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 19:6 and Mahari 
Kurkus there). 
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Rabbi Yishmael derives the liability for sprinkling part of the 
blood of an offering outside the Temple courtyard from the verse 
“Blood shall be imputed to that man.” The Gemara asks: And as 
for Rabbi Akiva, what does he do with this verse: “Blood shall 
be imputed to that man”? He expounds it to include liability for 
the slaughter of a bird offering outside the courtyard. One is 
liable despite the fact that inside the Temple, a bird is sacrificed 
by pinching the nape of its neck, not by slaughtering it. And as 
for Rabbi Yishmael, he derives this halakha from: “Or that 
slaughters" it outside the camp” (Leviticus 17:3). 


And Rabbi Akiva could have said to you that he does not 
derive it from that verse, as he holds that it is necessary to 
teach that only one who slaughters a bird offering outside is 
liable, but one is not liable for pinching its nape" outside. And 
as for Rabbi Yishmael, from where does he derive that one 
is exempt if he pinches? He derives it from the phrase at the 
beginning of the passage about slaughtering outside: “This is 
the matter” (Leviticus 17:2), which indicates that one is liable 
only for slaughtering and not for any other method of killing. 


Rabbi Yishmael’s opinion is as it is taught in a baraita: The verse 
states: “Any man of the house of Israel that slaughters an ox, 
or lamb, or goat, in the camp, or that slaughters it outside the 
camp” (Leviticus 17:3). From this verse I have derived liability 
only for one who slaughters an animal offering outside; from 
where do we derive that one is liable if he slaughtered a bird 
offering outside? The verse states: “Or that slaughters,’ to 
include liability for slaughtering a bird. 


One might have thought that even one who pinches the nape 
of a bird offering outside would be liable. And there is a logical 
inference to support this: If with regard to the slaughter of a 
bird offering, which is not the valid method of preparation 
inside the Temple, one is nevertheless liable if he did it outside, 
then with regard to pinching the nape of a bird offering, which 
is the valid method of preparation inside the Temple, is it 
not logical that one is liable if he did it outside? To counter 
this, the verse states: “This is the matter” (Leviticus 17:2), 
which indicates one is liable only for slaughtering, not for any 
other method of killing. 


And Rabbi Akiva could have said to you that he does not derive 
it from that verse, as he holds that it is necessary for expounding 
as part of a verbal analogy” with the passage with regard to 
vows, where it is written: “This is the matter that the Lord has 
commanded” (Numbers 30:2). 


§ The Gemara considers the source for other prohibitions. 
And concerning that which we learned in a mishna (112b): 
One who takes a handful from a meal offering outside the 
Temple courtyard but does not burn it, and one who collects 
the blood" of an offering in a vessel outside the Temple court- 
yard but does not sprinkle it on an altar, he is exempt; from 
where do we derive this, that one is not liable unless he also 
completes the subsequent sacrificial rites? The Gemara is sur- 
prised by the question: But from where would it be derived 
that one is liable for these acts, necessitating a source for the 
fact that he is exempt? 


The Gemara demonstrates that there is no reason to have 
assumed that one would be liable: If you suggest deriving it 
through a comparison to slaughtering outside the Temple, 
where one is liable even if he does not perform the subsequent 
sacrificial rites, this can be refuted: What is notable about 
slaughtering? It is notable in that with regard to a Paschal 
offering, if one slaughters it with the intent that it be for the 
sake of those who cannot eat it, it is thereby disqualified." 
The cases in the mishna do not share this stringency. 
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And if you suggest deriving it through a comparison to sprinkling 
blood outside the Temple, as one is liable for sprinkling the blood 
even though it is only one of the sacrificial rites of the offering that 
should have been performed inside the Temple, this can be refuted: 
What is notable about sprinkling? It is notable in that a non-priest 
who sprinkles blood in the Temple is liable to be punished with 
death at the hand of Heaven for this act." The cases in the mishna 
do not share this stringency. 


NOTES 


In that a non-priest is liable to be punished with death for 
this act - An why an 43%: Even though a non-priest who 
takes a handful from a meal offering or collects the blood of 
an offering certainly disqualifies the offering, he is not liable 
to be punished with death at the hand of Heaven (see 15b 
and Menahot 6a). The reason is that the Sages derive that a 
non-priest is liable to be punished with death at the hand 


of Heaven only for completing a sacrificial rite. Neither the 
taking of a handful nor the collection of the blood fulfills this 
requirement. After taking a handful from a meal offering, the 
rites of consecration in a service vessel and of burning are 
still required. After collecting the blood, the rites of carrying 
the blood of the sacrifice to the altar and sprinkling it are still 
required (see 112b). 
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Given that each suggestion has a different refutation, the Gemara 
suggests: Derive it through a comparison to the common element 
shared by these two cases. Slaughtering and sprinkling are each just 
one of the sacrificial rites that are performed with an offering, and 
yet one is liable for performing them outside the Temple. Since the 
derivation is based on a comparison to both cases, the refutations 
offered for each individual case are no longer relevant. 


The Gemara rejects this: If that were so, and one can derive liability 
for one rite through a comparison to the common element shared 
by two other rites, then let the Torah not state that one is liable 
for sprinkling blood outside the Temple, and instead derive it 
from the common element shared by slaughtering and offering 
up outside the Temple. 


The derivation would be as follows: And if you suggest deriving 
liability for sprinkling from the liability for slaughtering, that could 
be refuted. What is notable about slaughtering? It is notable in that, 
with regard to a Paschal offering, if one slaughters it with the intent 
that it be for the sake of those who cannot eat, it is thereby dis- 
qualified. Sprinkling does not share this stringency. And if you 
suggest deriving liability for sprinkling from the liability for offer- 
ing up, that could also be refuted. What is notable about offering 
up? It is notable in that liability for offering up also exists with 
regard to a meal offering. Sprinkling does not share this stringency. 
But it should still be possible to derive liability for sprinkling from 
the common element shared by the two cases. Since the derivation 
is based on a comparison to both cases, the refutations offered 
above for each individual case are no longer relevant. 


The Gemara explains: It is for this very reason that a verse is written 
to teach the liability for sprinkling outside the Temple, to say to you 
that liability for performing sacrificial rites outside the Temple 
cannot be derived from the common element shared by two other 
cases; rather, it must be directly derived from a verse. Accordingly, 
the Gemara has demonstrated that there is no basis to have assumed 
that one who takes a handful from a meal offering, or collects blood, 
outside the Temple is liable. 
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§ The Gemara cited a dispute concerning the source for the liability 
for sprinkling part of the blood of an offering outside the Temple 
courtyard. According to Rabbi Yishmael, it is derived from the 
verse in the passage about slaughtering outside the Temple: “Blood 
shall be imputed to that man” (Leviticus 17:4). According to Rabbi 
Akiva, it is derived from the verse in the passage about offering up 
outside the Temple: “Any man...that offers up a burnt offering or 
sacrifice” (Leviticus 17:8). Rabbi Abbahu says: One who slaugh- 
tered an offering and sprinkled its blood outside the Temple in a 
single lapse of awareness, according to the statement of Rabbi 
Yishmael, is liable to bring one sin offering, as liability for each 
transgression is derived from the same passage and they are sub- 
categories of the same prohibition. According to the statement of 
Rabbi Akiva, one is liable to bring two sin offerings, as the liability 
for each transgression is derived from a different passage and they 
are considered independent prohibitions. 


Abaye said: Even according to the statement of Rabbi Akiva, he 
is liable to bring only one sin offering, as the verse states with 
regard to performing sacrificial rites outside the Temple courtyard: 
“But in the place that the Lord will choose in one of your tribes, 
there you shall offer up your burnt offerings, and there you shall 
do all that I command you” (Deuteronomy 12:14). Since the first 
part of the verse makes reference to offering up, by inference, the 
term “you shall do” in the second part must be referring to all 
the other sacrificial rites. Therefore, the verse has regarded all 
of the sacrificial rites apart from offering up as one rite with regard 
to the prohibition against performing them outside the Temple 
courtyard. 


Rabbi Abbahu also said: One who sprinkled the blood of an 
offering and offered it up" outside, in a single lapse of awareness, 
according to the statement of Rabbi Yishmael is liable to bring 
two sin offerings. According to the statement of Rabbi Akiva, 
he is liable to bring only one sin offering. 


Abaye said: Even according to the statement of Rabbi Akiva he 
is liable to bring two sin offerings, as it is for this reason that the 
verse differentiated between the offering up and the slaughtering, 
as it states: “There you shall offer up your burnt offerings, and 
there you shall do,” in order to teach that one who performs both 
is liable for each one. 


Finally, Rabbi Abbahu adds the logical conclusion that with regard 
to one who slaughtered an offering and sprinkled its blood and 
offered it up outside, in a single lapse of awareness, all agree that 
he is liable to bring two sin offerings. 


§ The Sages taught in a baraita: The verse states: “Any man of 
the house of Israel that slaughters an ox, or lamb, or goat, in the 

camp, or that slaughters it outside the camp” (Leviticus 17:3). Based 

on the first part of the verse: “That slaughters...in the camp,” one 

might have thought that one who slaughters a burnt offering 

in the south of the courtyard, instead of in the north, where it 

should be slaughtered, will be liable, as he has slaughtered it out- 
side the area in which it should be slaughtered. To counter this, the 

next part of the verse states: “That slaughters it outside the camp,” 
indicating that liability is incurred only for slaughtering an offering 

outside the Temple courtyard. 


HALAKHA 


Sprinkled and offered up - mm pt: One who sprinkles the 
blood of an offering outside of the courtyard and offers it up 
outside of the courtyard is liable to bring two sin offerings. This 
is because the Torah differentiates between the prohibition 
against offering up outside the courtyard and the prohibition 
against performing other sacrificial rites outside. Although the 


Rambam does not state the halakha with regard to one who, 


while outside, slaughters an offering and sprinkles its blood, nor 
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with regard to one who, while outside, slaughters an offering, 
sprinkles its blood, and offers it up, the halakha is in accordance 
with the opinion of Abaye in both cases. In the former case, the 
person is liable to bring one sin offering, and in the latter case, 
two sin offerings. This ruling is also in accordance with the ruling 
of Rav Ashi cited in Sanhedrin 34b (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 19:11, and see Mishne LaMelekh there; see 
Likkutei Halakhot). 
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The baraita continues: Three concentric areas, so-called camps, 
arranged according to decreasing level of sanctity, encompassed 

the Tabernacle and Temple: The camp of the Divine Presence com- 
prised the courtyard of the Tabernacle, and later on, of the Temple. 
Surrounding that was the Levite camp and then the Israelite camp. 
If the verse had stated only: “That slaughters it outside the camp,” 
one might have thought that a person would be liable only for 

slaughtering an offering outside all three of the camps." To dispel 

this notion, the first part of the verse states: “That slaughters an 

ox, or lamb, or goat, in the camp,”™ which indicates that liability is 

incurred even for slaughtering inside these camps. From where is 

it derived that one is liable even if he slaughters inside the Levite 

camp? The verse states: “That slaughters...in the camp,” which 

indicates that liability is incurred even for slaughtering inside the 

three camps. 


If the verse stated only the term “in the camp,”" which indicates that 
one is liable even for slaughtering inside the three camps, one might 
have thought that one who slaughters a burnt offering in the south 
of the courtyard, which is regarded as being outside of the holier 
northern section of the courtyard, where such an offering should 
be slaughtered, will also be liable. To counter this, the verse states: 


“Or that slaughters it outside the camp.” 


This indicates that just as the phrase “outside the camp” is distinc- 
tive in that it is referring to an area that is not fit for slaughtering 
offerings of the most sacred order or for slaughtering any other 
type of offering, so too, the term “in the camp” is referring to an 
area unfit for the slaughter of any offering. This excludes the south 
of the courtyard, as even though it is an area that is not fit for 
slaughtering offerings of the most sacred order, it is fit for slaugh- 
tering offerings of lesser sanctity. Therefore, no liability is incurred 
for slaughtering an offering in the south of the courtyard, even if it 
should have been slaughtered in the north. 


Based on this baraita, Ulla says: One who slaughters an offering 
on the roof of the Sanctuary’ is liable for slaughtering outside the 
Temple courtyard, since the roof is an area that is not fit for the 
slaughter of any offering. Rava objects to this: If so, let the verse 
write only: “Or that slaughters it outside the camp,” and it would 
not be necessary to write: “And he did not bring it to the entrance 
of the Tent of Meeting” (Leviticus 17:4). Why do I need the verse 
to also write: “And he did not bring it to the entrance of the Tent 
of Meeting”? Is it not to exclude the roof of the Sanctuary," as in 
the Temple the Sanctuary corresponded to the Tent of Meeting? 
Although the roof is an area that is not fit for slaughtering any offer- 
ing, one should not be liable for slaughtering there since the offering 
was nevertheless brought to the Tent of Meeting. 


The Gemara questions Rava’s claim: But according to Rava, if that 
is so and one is exempt if he slaughtered on the roof of the Sanctuary 
as ultimately the offering was brought to the Tent of Meeting, then 
let the verse write only: “And he did not bring it to the entrance 
of the Tent of Meeting.” Why do I need the verse to also write 


“in the camp” and “outside the camp”? Is it not that the term “in 


the camp” indicates that there is a case where one is liable even 
when slaughtering inside the courtyard, which serves to include 
liability for slaughtering on the roof of the Sanctuary? According 
to this, the term “outside the camp” would then be necessary to 
exclude liability for slaughtering a burnt offering in the south of 
the courtyard. 


To exclude the roof of the Sanctuary — 134 nip: One who 
slaughters an offering on the roof of the Sanctuary is exempt 


HALAKHA 


offering, in accordance with the opinion of Rava (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 18:15). 


even though the roof is an area that is not fit for slaughtering any 
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NOTES 


One might have thought outside all three camps — 
nina woh yin bin»: Rashi explains that this assump- 
tion would be based on the verbal analogy cited in 
Sanhedrin (42b): The Torah states with regard to the 
sacrificial bulls whose flesh is burned outside the city, 
i.e, outside all three camps, that they are to be burned: 
“Outside the camp" (Leviticus 4:12). Similarly, the Torah 
states with regard to a blasphemer: “Remove the blas- 
phemer to outside the camp” (Leviticus 24:14). A verbal 
analogy between these two instances of “outside the 
camp” teaches that the blasphemer must also be 
taken outside of all three camps. It would appear then 
that the phrase “outside the camp” mentioned with 
regard to slaughtering outside the Temple also refers 
to outside all three camps. Therefore, it is necessary for 
the Torah to indicate that this is not so, as the baraita 
explains. 


The verse states: Or goat in the camp, etc. - mn 
ADMI Y ÀN ani: The Gemara's text of the baraita 
is clearly corrupted and it combines two incompat- 
ible versions of the baraita. According to the version 
held by Rashi, the baraita rejects the notion that one is 
liable only when slaughtering outside all three camps 
by citing the verse: “In the camp.” The next question, 
concerning liability for slaughtering inside the Levite 
camp, does not appear at all. By contrast, in the version 
that appears in Torat Kohanim, the baraita responds to 
the suggestion that one is liable only for slaughtering 
outside the three camps by asking for the source that 
one is liable for slaughtering inside the Levite camp. 
Korban Aharon explains the version in Torat Kohanim 
as follows: Since the verse states that the prohibition 
applies both “in the camp" and “outside the camp,’ it is 
apparent that the term “outside the camp" is referring 
to a camp that is outside of another camp, namely the 
Levite camp, which surrounds the camp of the Divine 
Presence. A different explanation is offered by Rab- 
beinu Hillel. He explains that according to the baraita 
the term “camp” refers specifically to the Levite camp. 
Accordingly, the verse is understood as follows: It is for- 
bidden to slaughter in the Levite camp or to slaughter 
outside the Levite camp, i.e. in the Israelite camp. 


If the verse stated only: In the camp, etc. - mmaa x 
^3): It would appear that the baraita is returning here 
to an issue that it already addressed. Indeed, some 
commentaries emend the text to avoid this difficulty. 
Rashi, for example, had a version that states: One might 
have though one would be liable for slaughtering in 
the camp of the Divine Presence. This also fits more 
naturally into the progression of the baraita. 

Whatever the correct version is, it is clear that ulti- 
mately the terms “in the camp" and “outside the camp" 
are stated in order to counterbalance each other. The 
term “outside the camp" alone indicates an area out- 
side of all three camps. The term “in the camp” alone 
would appear to include even the camp of the Divine 
Presence. The fact they are written together teaches 
that neither extreme is being described. The term “in 
the camp” modifies the term “outside the camp,’ to 
refer even to an area inside the three camps. Likewise, 
the term “outside the camp” modifies the term “in the 
camp,’ to refer only to an area in which itis not valid for 
sacrificing any offering (Korban Aharon). 


The roof of the Sanctuary - bon bw iaa: The roofs and 
upper stories of the Sanctuary were not consecrated 
with the sanctity of the Temple courtyard. Therefore, 
one may neither slaughter offerings of lesser sanctity 
nor eat offerings of the most sacred order there. Simi- 
larly, a ritually impure person who enters these areas is 
exempt (see Shevuot 17b). 
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Its body is entirely inside but its neck is outside - 
ving maway) oaa Aa: With regard to the prohibi- 
tion against slaughtering an offering outside of the 
courtyard, one is liable both where the animal's body 
stands entirely outside of the courtyard but its neck 
is inside the courtyard, and where its body stands 
inside of the courtyard but its neck is outside the 
courtyard (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HaKorbanot 18:15). 


One who offers up outside the courtyard today — 
mima nyan: One who slaughters or offers up an 

offering outside the Temple courtyard in the present 
day, when there is no Temple, is liable. This is because 

the initial consecration of Jerusalem and the Temple 

area sanctified it for its time and forever, so it is still 

possible to bring offerings to be sacrificed in the for- 
mer Temple area, in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yohanan (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma'aseh 

HaKorbanot 19:15). 


One sacrifices offerings even if there is no Temple - 
ma pRa by aN papa: King Solomon's consecra- 
tion of the Temple courtyard and the city of Jerusa- 
lem sanctified it for its time and forever. Therefore, 
it is possible to bring offerings there even though 
there is no Temple structure. Nevertheless, one may 
sacrifice an offering only if one first erects an altar 
(Likkutei Halakhot). Furthermore, offerings of the most 
sacred order may be eaten in the courtyard area even 
though there are no curtains, and one may eat offer- 
ings of lesser sanctity and second-tithe produce in 
Jerusalem, even if there is no wall surrounding the 
city. This is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehoshua (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 
6:15, and see Ra'avad there; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 
331:2 and Beur HaGra there). 


262 ZEVAHIM ` PEREK XIII: 107B: 


ae Daa ADD Md 999 37 ON 
yang 


Tap NOX KDW yina [mw] 
LOT YIND TOT ANWR - KIII 
DI MNN YNI Ahr NKY xdre 


aay pgina TT paa nyan a 
0 Tax wh w, 


mi KI WIT DM WN pM n 
wad pny) wP any) aw 
TOPP AWC MAT NOI TX be 

wah ony nop x) seh 


por ay awh ITI KINII KDI 
vwa: ays 137 VOX JN obey 
bona mybp Dwiy v7 bona pia 
ynan pia bpa xi nna oyyy 

0993/9 psa TRYN 


IN PIP MW YW IWIT 
IS Dw WIP DiN) MI pKwD by 
wym D Dep pp pew a by 
TwMpW 290 ADIN paws by AX ow 
ing mPp anywb TOPP MIVKI 

wah 


Rav Mari said in defense of Rava: No, the term “in the camp” is 
written to include liability for slaughtering an offering in a case 
where its body is entirely inside the courtyard but its neck is 
outside" the courtyard. 


The Gemara modifies Rav Mari’s statement: If its neck is outside 
the courtyard, it is obvious that one is liable, as about what is 
the Merciful One particular? The Merciful One is particular 
about the slaughter. And in this case, the slaughter is done out- 
side the courtyard. Rather, say instead that the term “in the camp” 
is written to include liability for slaughtering an offering where 
its body is entirely outside the courtyard but its neck is inside 
the courtyard. 


§ An amoraic dispute was stated with regard to one who offers up 
an offering outside the courtyard today," when there is no Temple: 
Rabbi Yohanan says: He is liable. Reish Lakish says: He is exempt. 


The Gemara elaborates: Rabbi Yohanan says that he is liable, as he 
holds that the initial consecration of the Temple sanctified it for 
its time and sanctified it forever, and the location of the Temple 
remains sacred even after the Temple was destroyed. Accordingly, 
it is still possible now to build an altar there and bring offerings 
upon it; therefore, one is liable if he instead offers up an offering 
outside the Temple courtyard area. Reish Lakish says that he is 
exempt, as he holds that the initial consecration of the Temple 
sanctified it for its time but did not sanctify it forever. Accord- 
ingly, one can no longer bring offerings there; therefore, one is not 
liable for offering up outside that area. 


The Gemara suggests: Let us say that Rabbi Yohanan and Reish 
Lakish disagree with regard to the issue that is the subject of 
the dispute between Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi Yehoshua, as we 
learned in a mishna (Eduyyot 8:6): Rabbi Eliezer said: I heard that 
when they were building the Sanctuary in the Second Temple, 
they would fashion temporary curtains for the Sanctuary" and 
temporary curtains for the courtyards to serve as partitions until 
the construction of the stone walls was completed. The difference 
was only that in the Sanctuary, the workers built the walls outside 
the curtains, without entering, and in the courtyards, the workers 
built the walls within the curtains. 


The mishna continues: Rabbi Yehoshua said: I heard that one 

sacrifices offerings on the altar even if there is no Temple,"" and 

one partakes of offerings of the most sacred order in the Temple 

courtyard even if there are no curtains, and one partakes of offer- 
ings of lesser sanctity and second-tithe produce in Jerusalem even 

if there is no wall surrounding the city. This is due to the fact 

that the initial consecration sanctified the Temple and Jerusalem 

for their time and also sanctified them forever. 


They would fashion curtains for the Sanctuary — oyyy wip rI 
he construction of the Second Temple began during the 
reign of Cyrus, but it was not completed until some twenty-two 
years later during the third year of the reign of Darius 11. Concern- 
ing this period, the book of Ezra reports: “From the first day of the 
seventh month they began to sacrifice burnt offerings to the Lord, 
but the foundation of the Temple of the Lord was not yet laid” (Ezra 
3:6). According to the Gemara’s initial understanding of the mishna, 
Rabbi Eliezer holds that setting up curtains was necessary in order 
to delineate and consecrate the Sanctuary and the courtyard, so 
that the area could be regarded as the Temple and the sacrifice of 


baga: T 


offerings would be permitted there. 


Sacrificial service during the construction of the Second Temple 


ap AT” pa 


NOTES 


One sacrifices offerings even if there is no Temple — 9% panpa 
Ma pry by: Even if it is not necessary to have a Temple structure 
in order to sacrifice offerings in the area of the Temple courtyard, it 
is still necessary to construct an altar. This is because the slaughter 
of an offering is invalid in the absence of an altar upon which one 
can later offer it up (see 59a). 
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The Gemara concludes: From the fact that Rabbi Yehoshua based 

his opinion on the principle that the initial consecration sanctified 

the Temple and Jerusalem forever, can one not learn by inference 

that Rabbi Eliezer maintains that it did not sanctify them for- 
ever? The dispute between Rabbi Yohanan and Reish Lakish would 

then directly parallel the dispute between Rabbi Yehoshua and 

Rabbi Eliezer. 


Ravina said to Rav Ashi: From where do you draw this inference? 
Perhaps everyone maintains that the initial consecration sancti- 
fied the Temple and Jerusalem for their time and also sanctified 
them forever. And one Sage, Rabbi Eliezer, stated that tradition, 
which he heard from his teachers, and one Sage, Rabbi Yehoshua, 
stated that tradition, which he heard from his teachers, and there 
is no dispute between them. And if you would say: Why do I 
need curtains at all according to Rabbi Eliezer? The original 
sanctity remained when Jerusalem was not surrounded by walls, 
and similarly, the presence or absence of curtains is irrelevant 
to the sanctity of the Temple area as well. The Gemara answers: 
The curtains were established merely for seclusion, as it would 
have been unbecoming for the activity in this most sacred venue 
to have been visible to all. 


§ An amoraic dispute was stated with regard to one who offers 
up outside the Temple a limb of an offering and it does not have 
on it an olive-bulk of flesh," but the bone completes the measure 
to make an olive-bulk. Rabbi Yohanan says: He is liable. Reish 
Lakish says: He is exempt. 


The Gemara elaborates: Rabbi Yohanan says that he is liable, as 
he holds that an item attached to flesh that must be offered up 
on the altar, e.g., a bone attached to sacrificial flesh, is also regarded 
as an item that must be offered up on the altar. Even though if 
it were to become detached, there would be no requirement to 
offer it up, nevertheless, as long as it is attached it is considered 
part of the flesh and it contributes to the required measure of an 
olive-bulk. Reish Lakish says that he is exempt, as he holds that 
an item attached to flesh that must be offered up on the altar is 
not regarded as an item that must be offered up on the altar. 


Rava raises a dilemma: With regard to one who offers up outside 
the Temple courtyard 


the head of a pigeon burnt offering that does not have on it 
an olive-bulk of flesh, but the salt that adheres to it, after it was 
salted in accordance with the requirement to salt it (see Leviticus 
2:13), completes the measure to make an olive-bulk," what is 
the halakha? Is one liable for offering it up outside? 


Rava from Parzakya said to Rav Ashi: Is this not identical to the 
dispute between Rabbi Yohanan and Reish Lakish with regard 
to a bone attached to sacrificial flesh? Rav Ashi responded: No. 
The dilemma can be raised according to Rabbi Yohanan and 
the dilemma can be raised according to Reish Lakish. 


The salt completes the measure to make an olive-bulk — nog 
mad iw >wn: With regard to one who offers up, outside the 
Temple courtyard, the limb of an animal in which the amount 
of flesh is less than an olive-bulk, but the salt completes the 


HALAKHA 
measure to make an olive-bulk, it is uncertain whether he is 


tion on the issue. Therefore, one does not receive lashes for this 
act (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 19:10). 


liable or not. This is because the Gemara never resolves its ques- 


HALAKHA 

One who offers up a limb and it does not have an olive- 
bulk of flesh — mt3 12 px nyan: One who offers up a limb 
of an offering outside the Temple, and it does not have on it 
an olive-bulk of flesh, but the bone connected to the flesh 
completes the measure to make an olive-bulk, that person 
is liable, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 19:10). 
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That it had a period of fitness - wiat nyw b myw: The 
principle concerning sacrificing an offering outside the court- 
yard is that one is liable only for an offering that has been 
fit to be sacrificed on the altar inside the courtyard. Accordingly, 
the fact that an offering had a period when it was fit to be 
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NOTES 


The Gemara elaborates: The dilemma can be raised according 
to Rabbi Yohanan: Perhaps Rabbi Yohanan states his opinion 
only there, with regard to a bone, claiming that it contributes to 
the measure of an olive-bulk as it is of the same kind that flesh 
is, i.e., they are both animal parts. But in the case of salt, which is 
not of the same kind as a pigeon, perhaps it would not contribute 
to the measure. And the dilemma can also be raised according 
to Reish Lakish: Perhaps Reish Lakish states his opinion only 
there, with regard to a bone, claiming that it does not contribute 
to the measure of an olive-bulk, as if the bone separates from 
the flesh, there is no mitzva to offer the bone up on the altar. But 
here, with regard to salt, concerning which if it separates from 
the pigeon there is a mitzva to offer it up, he would not rule as 
he does concerning a bone attached to flesh. Or perhaps there is 
no difference between the cases. 


The Gemara concludes: The dilemma shall stand unresolved. 


§ The mishna teaches: Rabbi Yosei HaGelili says: If he slaugh- 
tered an offering inside the courtyard and then offered it up outside 
the courtyard, he is liable. But if he slaughtered it outside, thereby 
rendering it unfit, and then he offered it up outside, he is exempt 
for the offering up, as he offered up only an item that is unfit, and 
one is liable only for offering up an item that is fit to be offered up 
inside the Temple. The Rabbis said to him: According to your 
reasoning, even in a case where he slaughters it inside and offers it 
up outside, he should be exempt, since he rendered it unfit the 
moment that he took it outside the courtyard. Yet, in such a case, 
he is certainly liable for offering it up. So too, one who slaughters 
an offering outside and then offers it up outside is liable. 


While a defense of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili’s opinion is not presented 
in the mishna, various possibilities are recorded in a baraita: Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi responded to this challenge on behalf of Rabbi 
Yosei HaGelili: What is notable about slaughtering an offering 
inside the courtyard and then offering it up outside? It is notable 
in that the offering had a period of fitness.’ Can you say the same 
about slaughtering an offering outside and then offering it up 
outside, where the offering never had a period of fitness? It was 
disqualified as soon as it was slaughtered and so it is reasonable that 
one is not liable for offering it up. 


Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, responded to this challenge 

on behalf of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili: What is notable about slaugh- 
tering an offering inside the courtyard and then offering it up 

outside? It is notable in that even though the offering was taken 

outside the courtyard and thereby disqualified, ifit is, albeit unlaw- 
fully, placed on the altar, the sanctity of the altar renders the offer- 
ing acceptable and it should not be removed from the altar because 

the disqualification occurred in sanctity, i.e., during the course of 
the Temple service (see 84a). Can you say the same about slaugh- 
tering an offering outside and then offering it up outside, where 

the disqualification did not occur in sanctity and so the sanctity 
of the altar does not render the offering acceptable? Therefore, 
even if it were placed there, it must be removed. 


The Gemara asks: What is the practical difference between these 
two responses? Ze’eiri said: The practical difference between 
them is a case of slaughtering an offering at night inside the court- 
yard and then offering it up outside. According to Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi’s response, one would be exempt, as slaughtering at night 
disqualifies the offering from its very outset; whereas according 
to the response of Rabbi Elazar, one would be liable as this is a 
disqualification that occurs in sanctity. 


sacrificed inside is a reason to assume that one should be liable 
for sacrificing it outside. Based on this logic, since an offering 
that was slaughtered outside the courtyard is immediately 
disqualified, one should not be liable for then sacrificing it 
outside the courtyard, since there was never a point when it 


was fit to be offered up on the altar inside the courtyard. This is 
indeed the opinion of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili. Although the Rabbis 
agree with this logic, they derive (see 107a) from a verse that a 
case where the same offering is both slaughtered and offered 
up outside the courtyard is an exception to the rule. 
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Rabba said: The practical difference between them is a case in 
which, after slaughtering the offering in the courtyard, the col- 
lection of the blood was done there in a non-sacred vessel and 
then the animal was offered up outside the courtyard. According 
to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s defense, one would be exempt, as 
collecting the blood in a non-sacred vessel disqualifies the offer- 
ing from its very outset; whereas according to the response of 
Rabbi Elazar, one would be liable as this is a disqualification 
that occurs in sanctity. 


§ The mishna teaches: One who is ritually impure who ate 
sacrificial food, whether it was ritually impure sacrificial food 
or ritually pure sacrificial food, is liable to receive karet ifhe did 
so intentionally, and to bring a sliding-scale offering if he did 
so unwittingly. Rabbi Yosei HaGelili says: An impure person 
who ate pure sacrificial food is liable. But an impure person who 
ate impure sacrificial food is exempt, as he merely ate an impure 
item, and the prohibition against eating sacrificial food while one 
is impure applies only to pure sacrificial food. The Rabbis said 
to him: According to your logic, even in a case of an impure 
person who ate what had been pure sacrificial food, once he 
has touched it, he has thereby rendered it ritually impure. Yet, in 
such a case, he is certainly liable for eating it. So too, an impure 
person who ate impure sacrificial food is liable. 


The Gemara notes: The Rabbis are saying well to Rabbi Yosei 
HaGelili; why does Rabbi Yosei HaGelili disagree? 


Rava said in elaboration of the dispute: Wherever one is first 
rendered impure with impurity of the body and then after- 
ward the sacrificial meat is rendered impure, everyone agrees 
that he is liable if he eats the meat. This is because the prohibi- 
tion due to the impurity of one’s body, which carries the punish- 
ment of karet, took effect while the meat was still ritually pure, 
and so this prohibition is not abrogated even when the meat 
is later rendered impure. 


When they disagree is in a case where first the meat is rendered 
impure and then afterward the person's body is rendered 
impure. In general, once an item has become subject to a pro- 
hibition, it cannot then become subject to an additional pro- 
hibition. In this case, once the meat is rendered impure, it is 
prohibited for anyone to eat it, even if that person is ritually 
pure. If that person is later rendered impure, the meat should not 
become subject to the additional prohibition against a ritually 
impure person eating sacrificial meat. 


Rava explains that Rabbi Yosei HaGelili and the Rabbis disagree 
as to whether this case is an exception to that principle, as 
the Rabbis hold that we say that since the prohibition due to 
the ritual impurity of one’s body is a more inclusive prohibition, 
as it prohibits that person from eating all sacrificial meat, both 
pure and impure, it therefore takes effect also with regard to 
this meat, even though it was already rendered impure before 
the person was. And Rabbi Yosei HaGelili says that we do 
not say that since it is a more inclusive prohibition, it takes 
effect. 


The Gemara asks: But even according to Rabbi Yosei HaGelili, 
granted that we do not say that since it is a more inclusive 
prohibition it will take effect. But still, the prohibition due to 
the impurity of a person's body, which is a more stringent 
prohibition as it carries the punishment of karet, should come" 
and take effect upon the prohibition due to the ritual impurity 
of the meat itself, as that prohibition is less stringent as it carries 
only the punishment of lashes. One exception to the principle 
that a second prohibition does not take effect is that even if 
an item or person is already subject to a prohibition, a more 
stringent prohibition will still take effect with regard to it. 


NOTES 


The prohibition due to the impurity of a person's body, which 
isa more stringent prohibition, should come — pa Naw A 
x Pant: According to the straightforward reading of the Gemara, 
while Rabbi Yosei HaGelili holds that a more inclusive prohibition 
does not take effect in addition to a more limited preexisting 
prohibition, he concedes that a more stringent prohibition takes 
effect in addition to a less stringent prohibition. This is how Rab- 
beinu Hananel interprets the Gemara. 

Rashi (Hullin 101a) offers a different interpretation. He explains 
that Rabbi Yosei HaGelili holds that if the additional prohibition is 
both more inclusive and more stringent, it will take effect on the 
more limited and less stringent preexisting prohibition. 
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BACKGROUND 

Ritual bath - mp: The Torah provides that, in certain cases, a 
person or item that became ritually impure may be purified by 
being immersed in water: “Only a spring or a pit, a collection 
of water, will be pure” (Leviticus 11:36). “A collection of water” 
refers to a stationary body of water, translated here as ritual 
bath. The bath must contain at least forty sea of water in order 
to be valid. Furthermore, the water must gather by itself, and 
must not have been transported to its location using a vessel. 
In some circumstances, the presence of a small amount of 
drawn water in even a large bath can invalidate it. Conse- 
quently, ritual baths are usually filled directly from rainfall. 


Ritual bath from the Second Temple period unearthed at Qumran 


HALAKHA 


One who slaughters for an ordinary purpose - miwn 
pitt: One who slaughters an offering outside the Temple 
courtyard is liable even if he did not slaughter the offering 
for the sake of God (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HaKorbanot 18:16). 


One who offers up for an ordinary purpose — vit nwan: 

One is liable for offering up an offering outside the courtyard 
only if he does so for the sake of God (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Ma'aseh HaKorbanot 19:1). 


Two who grasped a knife and slaughtered, etc. - nny miw 
"731 101 pada: Two people who grasp a knife and together 
slaughter an offering outside the courtyard are exempt. If 
two grasp a limb from an offering and together offer it up 
outside, they are liable (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HaKorbanot 18:16, 19:12). 


If one unwittingly offered up part of an offering and then 
offered up other parts - aby an nya: One who offered up 
a limb of an offering outside the Temple courtyard and then 
offered up another limb is liable for each limb. This halakha 
is in accordance with Rabbi Yohanan’s understanding (108b) 
of Rabbi Yosei’s ruling in the mishna (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 19:11). 


Once he offers it up at the top of an altar - nyy 1y 
nanan wK: One is liable for offering up an offering out- 
side the courtyard only if he offered it up upon the top of 
an altar that was erected there, but not if he offered it up 
on a rock or a stone (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HaKorbanot 19:1). 
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Rav Ashi said: From where is it apparent that the prohibition 
due to the impurity of the person’s body is more stringent? 
Perhaps the prohibition due to the impurity of the meat is more 
stringent, as impure meat does not have the possibility of puri- 
fication in a ritual bath,’ whereas a ritually impure person does. 
Since the prohibition due to the person’s impurity is not more 
stringent in every regard, it cannot take effect upon meat that is 
already prohibited due to its own impurity. 


MI S H N A There is a greater stringency with regard 


to slaughtering outside the Temple court- 
yard than with regard to offering up outside, and there is a greater 
stringency with regard to offering up outside than with regard 
to slaughtering outside. 


The mishna elaborates: The greater stringency with regard to 
slaughtering outside is that one who slaughters an offering 
outside the Temple courtyard even for the sake of an ordinary 
purpose," not for the sake of God, is liable." But one who offers 
up an offering outside the courtyard for the sake of an ordinary 
purpose" is exempt." The greater stringency with regard to 
offering up outside is that two people who grasped a knife 
and together slaughtered" an offering outside the courtyard are 
exempt. But if two grasped a limb from an offering and together 
offered it up outside, they are liable. 


If one unwittingly offered up part of an offering outside the 
courtyard and then in a different lapse of awareness offered up 
other parts" of that offering and then again, in another lapse 
of awareness, offered up yet other parts, he is liable to bring a 
sin offering for each act of offering up; this is the statement 
of Rabbi Shimon. Rabbi Yosei says: He is liable to bring only 
one sin offering. 


Rabbi Yosei adds: And one is liable for offering up an offering 
outside the courtyard only once he offers it up at the top of an 
altar" that was erected there. Rabbi Shimon says: Even if he 
offered it up on a rock or ona stone, not an altar, he is liable. 


G E M ARA The Gemara analyzes the first halakha 

of the mishna: What is different about 
one who offers up outside for the sake of an ordinary purpose, 
that he is exempt? As it is written: “And he will not bring it to 
the entrance of the Tent of Meeting, to sacrifice it to the Lord” 
(Leviticus 17:9), which indicates that the liability applies only 
to offering up for the sake of the Lord. The Gemara questions 
this: But with regard to slaughtering, isn’t it also written: “Or 
that slaughters it outside the camp, and he did not bring it to 
the entrance of the Tent of Meeting to sacrifice an offering to 
the Lord” (Leviticus 17:3-4)? 


NOTES 


One who slaughters outside for an ordinary purpose is 
liable - a» vir miw: Some commentaries explain that 
the intention is with regard to one who slaughters an offering 

in an act of idol worship (commentary attributed to Ra’avad 

on Torat Kohanim). Rashi explains that the reference is even to 

one who slaughters an offering in order that a person eat its 

meat. By contrast, the Rambam emphasizes that the key issue 

is not the purpose it was slaughtered for; rather, what matters 

is that it was not specifically slaughtered for the sake of God. 
This opinion of the Rambam’s mirrors his ruling with regard to 

offering up outside the Temple. There he rules that one is liable 

only if he offers up an offering with the explicit intention that it 
be for the sake of God. Although when offering up inside the 

Temple, the offering is valid even if one fails to have any inten- 
tion, that is because within the context of the Temple all offer- 
ings are presumed to be offered to God. Outside the Temple, 
no such presumption can be made and therefore in order to 

be liable one’s intention must be clear (Minhat Hinnukh 440). 


One who offers up outside for an ordinary purpose is 
exempt — 9 vith nyan: Even though Rashi explains 
that the case of one who slaughters an offering for the sake 
of an ordinary purpose refers to a case where the animal was 
slaughtered for its meat, with regard to offering up outside for 
an ordinary purpose, Rashi writes that it refers specifically to an 
act of idol worship. Apparently, the reason for this distinction 
is that simply placing an animal upon an altar for an ordinary 
purpose cannot be regarded as an act of offering up that paral- 
lels what is done inside the Temple. Therefore, it cannot carry 
any liability (see Sefat Emet). Accordingly, one who unwittingly 
offered up an offering to an idol outside the Temple, even 
though he is not liable to bring a sin offering for offering up 
outside the Temple, as the Gemara derives elsewhere, would 
be liable to bring a sin offering for the unwitting act of idol 
worship (see Tosafot). 
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The Gemara explains: It is different there, with regard to 

slaughtering, as the verse states: “Any man [ish ish] of the 

house of Israel... that slaughters it outside the camp” (Leviti- 
cus 17:3). The amplification indicated by the phrase “ish ish” 
teaches that one is liable even for slaughtering for the sake of 
an ordinary purpose. The Gemara challenges: But also with 

regard to offering up it is written: “Any man [ish ish] of the 

house of Israel... that offers up a burnt offering” (Leviticus 

17:8). The Gemara explains: That amplification is necessary 
to teach that two people who offered up a limb of an offering 

together outside the courtyard are liable. 


The Gemara asks: If so, here too, with regard to slaughtering, 
the phrase “ish ish” should be used to teach that two people 
who grasped a knife and together slaughtered an offering 
outside the courtyard are liable, contrary to the ruling of the 
mishna. Why are the two parallel phrases expounded in dif- 
ferent ways? The Gemara explains: It is different there, with 
regard to slaughtering, as the verse states: “And that man shall 
be cut off from among his people” (Leviticus 17:4). The term 

“that man,” which is in the singular, indicates that only one who 
acts alone is liable, but not two who act together. 


The Gemara challenges: But ifso, also with regard to offering 
up, isn’t it written: “That man shall be cut off from his people” 
(Leviticus 17:9)? Why isn’t that term also expounded to teach 
that only one who acts alone is liable? The Gemara explains: 
That term is necessary 


to exclude from the liability for karet one whose violation 
was unwitting,” or who was compelled to act, or who was 
mistaken." The term “that man” teaches that only one who 
offered up with intent is liable to receive karet. The Gemara 
challenges: If so, here too, with regard to slaughtering outside, 
the term is necessary to exclude one whose violation was 
unwitting, or who was compelled to act, or who was mis- 
taken. How can the term be used to teach that only one who 
acts alone is liable? 


The Gemara explains: With regard to slaughtering outside, 
two instances of the term “that man” are written: “Blood 
shall be imputed to that man, he has shed blood, and that 
man shall be cut off from among his people” (Leviticus 17:4). 
One instance teaches that only one who acts with intent is 
liable to receive karet, and the other teaches that only one 
who acts alone is liable. 


NOTES 


To exclude one whose violation was unwitting — yh others gave him misinformation, i.e., he was misled. Rabbi 
aiw: The term “that man” (Leviticus 17:9) is understood to Shimshon of Saens explains that if one transgresses because 
be referring to a person in his standard state, i.e., with full he misunderstood the facts of the case, then he is consid- 
awareness and who performs acts intentionally. ered to be unwitting, but if he misunderstood the halakha, 


he is considered mistaken. A third possible distinction is 


Or who was mistaken — nyom: The early commentaries offered by the Meiri. If one does not realize the severity of a 
discuss the difference between one who acts unwittingly transgression and thinks that he will not be liable to bring an 
and one who is mistaken. Rashi explains that acting unwit- offering for transgressing, he is considered to be unwitting, 
tingly refers to a case where the person himself misreads but if he thinks that the act is entirely permitted then he is 
the situation, while being mistaken refers to a case where called mistaken. 
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orah requires that on Yom 
Kippur lots be drawn concerning two goats, one to be sac- 
rificed as a sin offering in the Temple, and one to be used as 
the scapegoat and sent to Azazel (see Leviticus, chapter 16). 
The latter was ultimately thrown from a high cliff some 12 to 
15 km from Jerusalem. Before sending the goat to its death, 
the High Priest would burden it with all the sins of the Jewish 
people, including their intentional and unwitting violations. 
This was done via the High Priest placing his hands on the 
animal's head and confessing the Jewish people's sins. Dur- 
ing the confession the High Priest pronounced the name 
of God three times, leading all present to fall down to the 
ground in reverence. Afterward, he sent the goat to the 
desert with a person specifically designated for this task. 
A strip of crimson that had earlier been tied to the goat's 
horns was removed and the goat was pushed off the cliff. It 
was hoped that this thread would miraculously turn white, 
indicating that God had forgiven the nation's sins. The service 
associated with this goat, an essential part of the Yom Kippur 
ritual, atoned for sins not atoned for by any other offering. 


Scapegoat — nywa vyw: The T 


Scapegoat at the top of the cliff 


The Torah spoke in the language of people - mjin 71137 

DIX 124 twa: Although phrased as a comprehensive 

principle, this concept is applied in only very specific cases. 
Frequently, doubled verbs are used in the Torah to provide 

an emphatic effect. According to Rabbi Yishmael they have 

no exegetical significance as the doubling of a verb is simply 

a linguistic form of emphasis, or in the words of the Talmud: 

The Torah spoke in the language of people. By contrast, Rabbi 

Akiva saw these forms as superfluous and drew halakhic 
inferences from them. Although the principle is used is a very 
limited way by the Gemara, early commentaries broadened 

its application to explain such phenomena as the anthropo- 
morphic expressions referring to God in the Torah. 
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The Gemara has now justified its claim that the liability of one who 
slaughters an offering outside for the sake of an ordinary purpose 
is derived from the phrase “ish ish.” Accordingly, the Gemara asks: 
But why do I need the term “to the Lord”? The Gemara explains: 
It is written to exclude from liability one who slaughters the Yom 
Kippur scapegoat" outside the courtyard. 


Q The mishna teaches: The greater stringency with regard to offer- 
ing up outside is that two people who grasped a knife and together 
slaughtered an offering outside the courtyard are exempt. But if 
two grasped a limb from an offering and together offered it up 
outside, they are liable. 


The Sages taught in a baraita: What halakha is alluded to when the 
verse states: “Any man [ish ish] ...that offers up a burnt offering 
or sacrifice” (Leviticus 17:8)? The verse teaches that two people 
who grasped a limb of an offering and offered it up together out- 
side the courtyard are liable. It is necessary for the verse to teach 
this, as one might have thought to say: Could this not be derived 
through an a fortiori inference: If with regard to slaughtering out- 
side the courtyard, one who slaughters for the sake of an ordinary 
purpose is liable, and nevertheless, two who grasped a knife and 
together slaughtered an offering are exempt, then with regard to 
offering up outside the courtyard, where one who offers up for 
the sake of an ordinary purpose is exempt, is it not logical that 
two who grasped a limb and offered it up will also be exempt? To 
counter this, the verse states “ish ish” to teach that they are liable 
for offering up together; this is the statement of Rabbi Shimon. 


Rabbi Yosei says that the halakha concerning this case is derived 
from a different verse. The term “that [hahu] man” (Leviticus 17:9), 
which is in the singular, indicates that only one who acts alone is 
liable, but not two who act together. The baraita asks: If so, what 
halakha is alluded to when the verse states “ish ish”? The baraita 
explains: Rabbi Yosei holds that the reason the Torah uses the 
doubled term “ish ish” is that the Torah spoke in the language of 
people,’ and no halakhot are to be derived from it. 


The Gemara asks: And Rabbi Shimon, what does he derive from 
the term “that man”? The Gemara explains: This term: “That man,” 
is necessary to exclude from liability one whose violation was 
unwitting, or who was compelled to act, or who was mistaken. 
The Gemara notes: And Rabbi Yosei derives that halakha from 
the fact that the verse could have stated hu and instead stated 
“hahu? The Hebrew word for: That, hahu, is formed of the definite 
article ha and the pronoun hu. And Rabbi Shimon does not 
expound any halakhot from the fact that the verse could have stated 
hu and instead stated “hahu” He holds that the expanded form 
is used because the Torah spoke in the language of people. 
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To exclude the scapegoat — nbnwan wy wy ind: With regard 
to the two goats of the Yom Kippur service that were slaugh- 
tered unlawfully outside the Temple courtyard, if they were 
slaughtered before the High Priest had made his confession 


upon the scapegoat, then liability is incurred for each of them. 


This is because at that point, either goat could potentially serve 
as a sin offering inside the Temple. After the confession, liability 
is incurred only for the goat that is designated to be brought 


as a sin offering, but not for the one that will be sent away as 


the scapegoat, which can no longer serve as a sin offering 
inside the Temple. This is in accordance with the ruling of the 
Rambam. The Ra’avad holds that the critical factor is not the 
confession of the High Priest; rather, it is the lottery, as this 
determines what each goat will be used for. This is also the 
opinion of Rashi and Tosafot (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 18:1, 19:7). 
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The Gemara asks: And as for Rabbi Yosei, from the fact that he 
holds that nothing is to be derived from the phrase “ish ish” writ- 
ten with regard to offering up, as he holds that the Torah spoke 
in the language of people, then also with regard to that phrase: 
“Any man [ish ish]” (Leviticus 17:3), written with regard to slaugh- 
tering, since he holds that the Torah spoke in the language of 
people, he should not derive any halakhot from it. But if so, from 
where does he derive that one who slaughters outside for the 
sake of an ordinary purpose is liable? The Gemara answers: He 
derives it from the verse: “Blood shall be imputed to that man; 
he has shed blood” (Leviticus 17:4), which teaches that even one 
who slaughters for the sake of an ordinary man is liable. 


§ The mishna teaches: If one unwittingly offered up part of an 
offering outside the courtyard and then in a different lapse of 
awareness offered up other parts" of that offering and then again, 
in another lapse of awareness, offered up yet other parts, he is 
liable to bring a sin offering for each act of offering up; this is the 
statement of Rabbi Shimon. Rabbi Yosei says: He is liable to bring 
only one sin offering. 


The Gemara cites two opinions concerning the case under dispute. 
Reish Lakish says: The dispute in the mishna concerns four or 
five limbs that were offered up in different lapses of awareness. As 
one Sage, Rabbi Yosei, holds: When it is written: “To sacrifice 
it” (Leviticus 17:9), which teaches the halakha that for offering 
up a complete item one is liable but that one is not liable for 
offering up an incomplete item, it is written with regard to a 
whole animal." Accordingly, liability to bring a sin offering is 
incurred only once one offers up the entire animal, even if that 
was done limb by limb. And the other Sage, Rabbi Shimon, holds 
that that verse is written with regard to each and every limb of 
an animal. Accordingly, one is liable for each limb he offered up. 
But with regard to the offering up of one limb in parts, everyone 
agrees" that a person is liable to bring only one sin offering. 
According to Rabbi Shimon this would apply even if that were the 
only limb that was offered up; according to Rabbi Yosei this would 
apply only if the rest of the animal had already been offered up. 


From the verse: Blood shall be imputed to that man, etc. — 


NOTES 
But with regard to one limb everyone agrees — 12% bax 


ADI NITI word awm ova: The Rambam offers two different 
explanations as to how this halakha is derived from the verse. 
In Rambam’s Commentary on the Mishna he explains that the 
verse “Blood shall be imputed to that man” should be read 
as though it says: Blood shall be imputed even for one who 
slaughters for a man. In Mishne Torah (Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 18:16), he offers a different interpretation, 
explaining that the verse should be understood as teaching: 
Although that man, i.e., the one who slaughtered the animal, 
considers it merely an act of spilling blood since he slaugh- 
ered it for an ordinary purpose, not intending for it to be an 
offering, he is nevertheless liable for his action, as stated by 
he continuation of the verse: “And that man shall be cut off 
rom among his people.” 


It is written with regard to a whole animal - 273 mma Spx: 
Rashi explains that according to Reish Lakish, Rabbi Yosei 
holds that one is liable only if he offers up an entire animal. 
Although Reish Lakish speaks of four or five limbs, the inten 
ion is that those constitute all the limbs of the entire animal. 
The later commentaries question this explanation. They claim 
hat even if ultimately all the animal's limbs are offered up, 
each act should be considered distinct from the others and 
hey should not combine to render one liable, because each 
imb was offered up during a different lapse of awareness 
(see Hok Natan, Keren Ora, and Zevah Toda). Avoiding this dif- 
ficulty, Tosafot explain that Rabbi Yosei does not require tha 
he entire animal be offered up in order to render one liable. 
Rather, he holds that one is liable even for a single limb, bu 
only if it is taken from a complete animal. Accordingly, one 
is liable only for the first limb that is taken and offered up. 


Son 9127 TM: According to Rashi, Rabbi Yosei holds that one 
is liable only once the entire animal has been offered up, and 
Rabbi Shimon holds that one is liable only once an entire limb 
has been offered up. Therefore, Rashi explains that the case in 
which all agree is where all but one of the limbs of an animal 
were already offered up and then the last limb was offered 
up in parts. In such a case, all will agree that one is liable only 
once that entire limb, and thereby the entire animal, has 
been offered up. 

Tosafot disagree with Rashi’s explanation of both opinions. 
They claim that Rabbi Yosei and Rabbi Shimon agree that one 
can be liable for offering up even a single olive-bulk, and they 
both agree that in order to be liable, that olive-bulk must be 
aken from a complete entity. According to Rabbi Yosei, it 
must be taken from a complete animal, while according to 
Rabbi Shimon, it must be taken from a complete limb. There- 
ore, they explain that the case in which all agree is where an 
olive-bulk was taken from a limb of a complete animal and 
hen the rest of that limb was also offered up. Accordingly, all 
agree that one is liable for the first olive-bulk. With regard to 
he second olive-bulk, since the animal and the limb were 
both incomplete by the time it was taken, all agree that one 
is no longer liable for offering it up (see Panim Meirot). 
Rabbeinu Hananel offers an entirely different explanation. 
He explains that the case is where the same limb was offered 
up multiple times; all agree that one is liable to bring only 
one sin offering. 


HALAKHA 


One offered up part and then offered up other parts — nwn 
mym am: If one unwittingly offered up a limb of an offering 
outside the courtyard and then in a different lapse of aware- 
ness offered up another limb, he is liable for each limb. But 
if one offered up an incomplete limb, he is exempt. This is in 
accordance with Rabbi Yohanan’s understanding of Rabbi Yosei’s 
opinion (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot19:11, 
and see Ra'avad and commentaries there). 
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NOTES 


And Rabbi Yohanan says: Everyone agrees that one is liable even 
for offering up a single limb. Furthermore, if an offering is slaugh- 
tered outside the courtyard, everyone agrees that one is liable only 
once an entire limb has been offered up. The dispute in the mishna 
concerns one limb" from an offering that was slaughtered inside 
the courtyard that was then taken outside and offered up in parts, 
during different lapses of awareness. As one Sage, Rabbi Shimon, 
holds that for offerings that are fit to be burned inside the Temple, 
that became incomplete and were instead offered up outside the 
Temple, one is liable. Accordingly, one is liable for each part of 
the limb. And the other Sage, Rabbi Yosei, holds that one is exempt 
for offering up part of a limb outside the courtyard. Accordingly, 
liability is incurred only once all the parts of the limb have been 
offered up. But with regard to offering up four or five limbs, every- 
one agrees that one is liable for each and every limb, as they under- 
stand that the phrase “to sacrifice it” is written with regard to each 
and every limb. 


And Rabbi Yohanan disagrees with the opinion of Ulla, as Ulla 
says: Everyone in the mishna concedes with regard to offerings 
that are fit to be burned inside" the Temple courtyard that became 
incomplete and were instead offered up outside the courtyard, 
that one is liable. They disagree only with regard to offerings that, 
having been slaughtered outside are unfit and so will be burned 
outside, that became incomplete and were offered up outside. As 
one Sage, Rabbi Yosei, holds that one is exempt, and the other Sage, 
Rabbi Shimon, holds that one is liable. 


There are those who say there is a different version of Ulla’s state- 
ment, according to which he agrees with his teacher, Rabbi Yohanan. 
Ulla says: Everyone in the mishna concedes with regard to offer- 
ings that, having been slaughtered outside the Temple are unfit and 
so will be burned outside, that became incomplete and were 
offered up outside, that one is exempt. They disagree only with 
regard to offerings that are fit to be burned inside that became 
incomplete and were instead offered up outside. As one Sage, 
Rabbi Yosei, holds that one is exempt, and the other Sage, Rabbi 
Shimon, holds that one is liable. 


And the statement of Shmuel’s father disagrees with the first ver- 
sion of Ulla’s statement, as Shmuel’s father says: In accordance 

with whose opinion do we restore limbs that were dislodged from 

upon the altar to the altar? In accordance with whose opinion? 

It is not in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei recorded 

in the mishna. Shmuel’s father assumes that Rabbi Yosei holds that 
incomplete limbs are never offered up on the altar, even if they were 

dislodged from the altar. Accordingly, he holds that one is not liable 

for offering them up outside the Temple courtyard. This is contrary 
to the first version of Ulla’s opinion, according to which one is liable 

for offering up incomplete offerings that were slaughtered inside 

the courtyard. Evidently, Ulla holds that an incomplete limb that 
was dislodged from the altar is to be restored to the altar. 


And Rabbi Yohanan says: The dispute concerns one limb — 
any Taxa npn wag pny "an: According to Rabbi Yohanan, 
everyone agrees that there are cases in which one is exempt 
if he offered up an incomplete limb. According to Rabbi Yosei, 
one is always exempt, whereas according to Rabbi Shimon one 
is exempt only if the offering was also slaughtered outside the 
courtyard. Where an offering was slaughtered inside the Temple, 
Rabbi Shimon holds that one is liable, because he compares it 
to the case of a limb of a fit offering that was dislodged from 
upon the altar. In that case, the limb, despite being incomplete, 
is returned to the altar. Similarly, whenever a limb is taken from 
an otherwise fit offering, one is liable for offering it up outside 
even if it is incomplete. Rabbi Yosei disagrees with Rabbi Shi- 
mon here because he also disagrees with him with regard to a 
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limb that was dislodged from upon the altar. He holds that an 
incomplete limb is never restored to the altar. 

Rashi notes that according to Rabbi Yohanan, the dispute 
between Rabbi Yosei and Rabbi Shimon is the same as the one 
between Rabbi Akiva and Rabbi Yishmael cited by the Gemara 
earlier (107a). 

Rabbeinu Hananel, consistent with his explanation of the 
previous lines of the Gemara, explains that the dispute is with 
regard to a case where the same limb was offered up multiple 
times. Since after the first time the limb is already somewhat 
incomplete, Rabbi Yosei holds that one is liable only for the first 
time, whereas Rabbi Shimon holds that one is liable for each 
and every time. Were four of five different complete limbs to 
be offered up, all would agree that one is liable for each one. 


Ulla says: Everyone concedes with regard to offerings that 
are fit to be burned inside, etc. - "wpna oti Yan Kyy wa% 
"9310933: According to Ulla, both Rabbi Shimon and Rabbi Yosei 
agree that a limb that was dislodged from upon the altar should 
be restored to the altar. Furthermore, they agree that one is 
liable even for offering up a single limb outside the courtyard. 
Rabbi Yosei interprets the phrase “to sacrifice it” as teaching that 
one is liable only if one offered up a complete limb, whereas 
Rabbi Shimon holds that one is liable even for an incomplete 
limb. Rashi explains that Rabbi Shimon interprets that the term 
“to sacrifice it” does not require that the item offered up be 
complete, only that it be at least the volume of an olive-bulk. 
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§ The mishna teaches: Rabbi Yosei says: And one is liable for offer- 
ing up an offering outside the courtyard only once he offers it up 
upon the top ofan altar that was erected there. Rabbi Shimon says: 
Even if he offered it up on a rock or on a stone, not an altar, he is 
liable. Rav Huna says: What is the reason of Rabbi Yosei? As it is 
written: “And Noah built an altar to the Lord," and took of every 
pure animal, and of every pure bird, and offered up burnt offerings 
on the altar” (Genesis 8:20). Noah was particular to use an altar 
rather than one of the available rocks. Apparently, this was because 
placing an item upon an altar is the only act that can be considered 
offering up. 


Rabbi Yohanan said: What is the reason of Rabbi Shimon? As it 
is written: “And Manoah took the kid with the meal offering, 
and offered it up upon the rock, to the Lord” (Judges 13:19). Evi- 
dently, even placing an offering upon a rock is considered an act of 
offering up. 


The Gemara explains how each tanna interprets the verse that sup- 
ports the other. But also according to the other opinion, Rabbi 
Shimon’, isn’t it written: “And Noah built an altar to the Lord”? 
How does he explain that verse? The Gemara answers: That verse 
is referring merely to an elevated place and not specifically to an 
altar. But also according to the other opinion, Rabbi Yosei’s, isn’t 
it written: “And Manoah took... and offered it up upon the rock”? 
How does he explain that verse? The Gemara answers: The use of 
a rock in that case was a provisional edict“ issued in exigent cir- 
cumstances, by the angel who visited Manoah, and so one cannot 
derive normative halakha from it. 


And if you wish, say instead that the reason of Rabbi Shimon is as 
it is taught in a baraita: Rabbi Shimon says that the verse states: 

“And the priest shall sprinkle the blood upon the altar of the Lord 
at the entrance of the Tent of Meeting” (Leviticus 17:6). From here 
it is apparent that only in the Sanctuary is there a requirement for 
an altar, but a specifically erected altar is not required in order to 
offer up on a private altar during periods when it is permitted to do 
so. Therefore, one who offered up outside the courtyard on a rock 
or ona stone is liable. 


The Gemara questions the formulation of the baraita: If the baraita 
was referring to offering up during a period when the use of private 
altars is permitted, it should have concluded: One who offered up 
outside on a rock or on a stone has fulfilled his obligation. Why 
does it state instead that he is liable? The Gemara explains: This 
is what the baraita is saying: Since there is no requirement for a 
specifically erected altar during a period when private altars are 
permitted, therefore, during a period when the use of private altars 
is prohibited, one who offers up outside on a rock or on a stone 
is liable. 


Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Hanina, raises a dilemma: Features 
that are indispensable with regard to the altar in the Temple are 
the corner, the ramp leading to the altar, the base of the altar, and 
the square shape. What is the halakha with regard to whether 
they are also indispensable for the validity of a private altar during 
a period when it is permitted to use private altars? 


Rabbi Yirmeya said to him: It is taught in a baraita: The corner, 
the ramp, the square shape, and the base are all indispensable for 
the validity ofa great public altar," but they are not indispensable 
for the validity of a small private altar. 


BACKGROUND 


HALAKHA =—W¥—_———_——- 
And Noah built an altar to the Lord - b rat m3 739: 
One who offers up an offering outside the courtyard is liable 
only if he does so on top of an altar. If one offers up upon 
a rock or a stone he is exempt, as only offering up upon an 
altar is considered to be a sacrificial act, as it states: “And 
Noah built an altar to the Lord.” This is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yosei (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 19:1). 


NOTES 


That case was a provisional edict — Ama myw NNN: 
During Manoal's lifetime, the Tabernacle was located in 
Shiloh. Rabbi Yosei holds that it was prohibited to use private 
altars while the Tabernacle stood in Shiloh, and that in any 
event the actions of Manoah must have been due to a pro- 
visional edict issued by the angel. Accordingly, he explains 
that the use of a rock was also part of that provisional edict, 
and so its use does not demonstrate whether or not it is 
normally required to use an altar. Rabbi Shimon disagrees; 
he holds that it was permitted to have private altars while 
the Tabernacle stood in Shiloh (see 119b). Accordingly, there 
was no need for a provisional edict to permit Manoah to use 
an altar, and it is reasonable to assume that the use of a rock 
was not due to a provisional edict either. 

The Gemara goes on to offer an alternative explanation 
of Rabbi Shimon’s opinion, according to which he does 
not derive his opinion from Manoah's use of a rock. Appar- 
ently, that alternative explanation follows the opinion in the 
Gemara (119b) that even Rabbi Shimon agrees that private 
altars were prohibited while the Tabernacle stood in Shiloh 
and that the use of an altar would be due to a provisional 
edict. Therefore, no normative halakha can be derived from 
Manoah’s actions (Yad David; Keren Ora). 


Great public altar - moins maa: A great altar is an altar that 
is erected for the sake of the public. Just like a private altar, it 
was permitted for use only when there was no established 
Tabernacle or Temple. The Gemara delineates precisely when 
such altars were permitted and when they were not. The 
first public altar was established in Gilgal when the Jewish 
people first entered Eretz Yisrael under the leadership of 
Joshua. Later, following the destruction of the Tabernacle 
in Shiloh, another one was established in Nov and then in 
Gibeon (see 113a and 119b). 


Tabernacle in Shiloh 


Provisional edict - nyw ngi: This concept explains numer- 
ous incidents described in the Torah that do not conform to 
normative halakhic guidelines. In these instances, a command 
was given as a temporary measure. Since the command was 
issued specifically with regard to the situation it was given for, 


normative halakha cannot be derived from it. There are also 
some examples of provisional edicts instituted by the Sages 
when the unique needs of the time required acting more 
leniently or more strictly than the halakha generally allows or 
requires. The principle derived from the verse: “It is time to act 


for the Lord; they have made void Your law” (Psalms 119:126), 
dictates that at times even Torah law may be violated when 
broader Torah values are at stake. 


‘mp 414" pD: ZEVAHIM: PEREK XIII :108B 271 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


Perek XIII 
Daf109 Amuda 


NOTES 


Whose disqualification occurred in sanctity - maw 
vtipa hips: This ruling is based upon the principle 
established by Rabbi Shimon in the mishna on 84a. 
There, he explains that if an offering becomes disquali- 
fied during the course of Temple service, then although it 
should not be placed on the altar ab initio, if it was placed 
here, it is thereby rendered acceptable and should not 
be removed. The early commentaries disagree as to the 
precise application of this principle. Rashi explains that it 
refers to any disqualification that occurs once the offering 
has been brought into the Temple courtyard. Tosafot on 
68b disagree and explain it refers to disqualifications that 
occurred to the offering after it was slaughtered inside 
he courtyard. 

Based on that ruling, the mishna here states that since 
a situation exists in which such an offering is acceptable 
on the altar inside the Temple, one who offers it up out- 
side the Temple is liable. 

The mishna on 84a records that Rabbi Yehuda dis- 
agrees with Rabbi Shimon's principle and holds that cer- 
tain disqualified offerings, although their disqualification 
was in sanctity, are not allowed to remain upon the altar. 
Ostensibly, he would also disagree with the mishna’s rul- 
ing here and hold that one is not liable for offering up 
an unfit offering whose disqualification was in sanctity. 


An olive-bulk of the flesh of a burnt offering and of 
its sacrificial portions — pwax7 pa abipa ja mtd: The 
Gemara established that liability is incurred only when 
one offers up a complete item, but cited a dispute as to 
whether that requires that the entire animal be complete 
or whether it is sufficient that one offers up a complete 
limb. The mishna here would appear to stand in contrast 
to both opinions as it considers the possibility of being 
liable for an olive-bulk comprising two different parts of 
the animal. Rashi notes this difficulty and explains that the 
mishna indeed represents a third opinion that holds that 
one is liable even if the item offered up is not a complete 
animal or limb. 

Tosafot offer a different interpretation according 
to which the requirement for the animal or limb to be 
complete means only that the flesh that is offered up 
must come from a complete animal or limb, not that a 
whole animal or limb must be offered up. Accordingly, 
the mishna here is entirely consistent with the earlier 
discussion and refers to a case in which an olive-bulk 
comprising meat and sacrificial portions was taken from 
a complete animal. 


Sacrificial portions of a guilt offering, etc. - DUY 170° 
"131: The sacrificial portions of all these offerings are to be 
burned upon the altar inside the Temple. Therefore, one is 
liable for offering them up outside the Temple. The meat 
of these offerings is to be eaten, not burned on the altar. 
Indeed, even if that meat was placed upon the altar in 
the Temple, it should be removed (see 85b). Accordingly, 
one is not liable if one offers it up outside the Temple 
(see 112b). 


Sacrificial portions of offerings of the most sacred 
order — DIP WIP “WK: Even though a sin offering 
and a guilt offering are included in the category of offer- 
ings of the most sacred order, offerings of the most sacred 
order are mentioned separately in order to include the 
sheep offered on Shavuot as communal peace offerings 
(Rashi). 
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MI S HN A With regard to both fit sacrificial animals, 


and unfit sacrificial animals whose dis- 
qualification occurred in sanctity, i.e., in the course of the 
Temple service, and one sacrificed them outside the Temple 
courtyard, he is liable. 


One who offers up outside the courtyard an olive-bulk made 
up of the flesh of a burnt offering and ofits sacrificial portions™ 
is liable. 


G E M ARA The Sages taught in a baraita: The verse 


states with regard to offering up outside 
the courtyard: “That offers up a burnt offering or sacrifice," 
and he will not bring it to the entrance of the Tent of Meeting, to 
sacrifice it to the Lord” (Leviticus 17:8-9). From the term “burnt 
offering” I have derived only that one is liable for offering up a 
burnt offering, which is burned entirely on the altar. From where 
do I derive to include that one is liable for offering up outside 
the courtyard the sacrificial portions of a guilt offering," the 
sacrificial portions of a sin offering, the sacrificial portions of 
offerings of the most sacred order," or the sacrificial portions 
of offerings of lesser sanctity? The verse states: “Sacrifice,” which 
includes the sacrificial portions of all other offerings that are to 
be burned on the altar. 


From where is it derived to include that one is liable for offering 
up outside the courtyard the handful taken from a meal offering; 
the frankincense that was to be offered with it; the incense, which 
was offered each day in the Sanctuary; the meal offering of priests; 
the meal offering of the anointed priest, i.e., the High Priest, 
which he offered daily; and to include as liable one who pours as 
a libation three log of wine, which is the volume of the smallest 
wine libation used in the Temple; or one who pours as a libation 
three log of water that was consecrated to be used as a libation 
during the festival of Sukkot? The verse states: “And he will not 
bring it to the entrance of the Tent of Meeting” (Leviticus 17:9), 
which indicates that with regard to any offering that is fit to be 
brought to the entrance of the Tent of Meeting to be offered 
there upon the altar, one is liable for offering it up outside the 
courtyard. 


I have derived only that one is liable for offering up fit offerings; 
from where do I derive to also include liability for unfit offerings 
whose disqualification occurred in sanctity? 


HALAKHA 


Unfit sacrificial animals whose disqualification occurred in 
sanctity - wtipa fips maw pips wap: Unfit offerings whose 
disqualification occurred in sanctity should be burned outside 
the Temple. This includes sacrificial flesh that was left overnight, 
taken out of the Temple courtyard, rendered ritually impure, or 
rendered piggul. One who, instead of burning them outside the 
Temple, offers them up outside the Temple, is liable, as the verse 
states: “To sacrifice it to the Lord” (Leviticus 17:9), which indicates 
that concerning any offering that was made for the Lord, one is 
liable for offering it up outside the Temple courtyard (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 19:7). 


Of the flesh of a burnt offering and of its sacrificial portions - 
PUI pa aya ya: The flesh of a burnt offering and its sac- 
rificial portions combine such that one who offers up outside 
the Temple courtyard an olive-bulk comprising both of them is 
liable (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 19:10). 


That offers up a burnt offering or sacrifice, etc. — Mat ix aby 
"ya: Liability for offering up outside the Temple courtyard is 
incurred for offerings that should have been burned on the 
altar in the Temple. This is derived from the phrase “that offers 
up a burnt offering or sacrifice,’ which indicates that the only 
items that one is liable for are those similar to a burnt offering, 
i.e., that are burned on the altar. In addition, one who sprinkles 
sacrificial blood; or who burns the limbs of a burnt offering, the 
sacrificial portions of an offering, the handful of a meal offering, 
the frankincense, the incense, the meal offering of priests, or the 
meal offering of a wine libation; or who pours a libation of three 
log of wine or three /og of water, outside the courtyard, is liable, 
as the verse states: “And he did not bring it to the entrance of 
the Tent of Meeting,’ which indicates that one is liable for any 
offering that could be accepted inside the courtyard (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 19:2-3). 
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For example: Sacrificial meat that was left overnight, or an offering 
that went outside the courtyard, or an offering that is impure, or an 
offering that was slaughtered with intent to consume it beyond its 
designated time or outside its designated area, or an offering that an 
unfit person collected and sprinkled its blood, or if one placed the 
blood that is to be placed above the red line encircling the altar below 
it, or if one placed the blood that is to be placed below the red line 
above it, or if one placed the blood that is to be placed inside the 
Sanctuary outside on the external altar, or if one placed the blood 
that is to be placed outside the Sanctuary inside it, or a Paschal 
offering or sin offering whose blood was placed not for their sake? 


Since the disqualification of these offerings occurred in sanctity, if 
they were to be, albeit unlawfully, placed upon the altar, the altar 

would render them acceptable such that they should not be removed 

from upon it. From where is it derived to also include liability for 

these unfit offerings? The verse states: “And he will not bring it to 

the entrance of the Tent of Meeting, to sacrifice it" to the Lord,’ 
which indicates that with regard to any item that is rendered accept- 
able upon the altar at the entrance of the Tent of Meeting, even if it 

should not have been brought there ab initio, one is liable for offering 

it up outside the courtyard. 


§ The mishna teaches: One who offers up outside the courtyard an 
olive-bulk made up of the flesh of a burnt offering and of its sacrificial 
portions is liable. The Gemara infers: The mishna states that for an 
olive-bulk combined of the flesh of a burnt offering and of its sacri- 
ficial portions, yes, one is liable. By inference, for an olive-bulk com- 
bined of the meat of a peace offering and of its sacrificial portions, 
one is not liable, because its meat is eaten, not burned on the altar. 


We learn in the mishna that which the Sages taught" explicitly in a 
baraita (Tosefta, Me’ila 1:28): The flesh of a burnt offering and its 
sacrificial portions combine to form the minimum measure, of an 
olive-bulk, to render one liable for offering them up outside the 
courtyard, and to render one liable for eating them due to piggul, 
i.e, if the sacrificial rites were performed with the intent of sacrificing 
the offering after its designated time; notar, i.e. if its flesh remained 
after the period in which it was permitted to sacrifice it; or for eating 
them while he was ritually impure. This baraita, too, states that only 
the flesh and sacrificial portions of a burnt offering combine. This 
indicates that the meat and sacrificial portions of a peace offering 
do not combine. 


The Gemara asks: Granted, with regard to offering up outside the 
courtyard, it is logical that for a burnt offering, which is entirely 
consumed upon the altar, that yes, everything will combine, and that 
for peace offerings, whose meat is not burned on the altar, the meat 
and sacrificial portions will not combine. But with regard to liability 
for piggul, notar, and eating while ritually impure, what is the reason 
that the baraita differentiates between a burnt offering and a peace 
offering? 


The Gemara compounds its questions: And didn’t we learn in a 
mishna (Me’ila 15a): Anything that is piggul combines together," and 
anything that is notar combines together, to form the measure of an 
olive-bulk to render one liable? The mishna indicates that this halakha 
applies to all types of offerings. Accordingly, the Gemara notes: The 
ruling about piggul in the baraita is difficult, as it is contradicted by 
the ruling about piggul in the mishna, and the ruling about notar in 
the baraita is difficult, as it is contradicted by the ruling about notar 
in the mishna. 


HALAKHA 


Anything that is piggul combines together, etc. - praan bs 
^D paya: Any item that is piggul combines with other piggul 
items to form the minimum measure of an olive-bulk, such that 
one who eats it will be liable to receive karet if he did so intention- 


any item that is notar combines with other notar items, and so 
too, piggul and notar combine together. This is in accordance 
with the mishna in Me‘ila 15a (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 18:11). 


ally, and to bring a sin offering if he did so unwittingly. Similarly, 


NOTES 


He will not bring it to sacrifi 


ce it — nivyd uga xd: 


The phrase “to sacrifice it” teaches that not only is 


liability incurred for offerings 
brought to 


that should have been 


he Temple, but also for any offering 


concerning which a situation exists in which some 


form of sacrifice upon the alt 


ar is required. Since the 


disqualifications that are listed all occurred in sanctity, 


were such offerings to be p 


aced on the altar they 


would thereby be rendered acceptable and in order 


to facilitate t 
them over. That action is suff 


eir burning a priest would have to turn 


ficient to include them 


in the sacrificing referred to by the verse (Rashi). 


We learn that which the Sages taught - xb Aia] 


a137: This expression is of 


en used by the Gemara 


to indicate that a ruling alluded to in a mishna is also 


stated explicitly in a baraita, 
that the baraita is considere 


hereby demonstrating 
d reliable and that the 


other rulings contained in i 
validity (Yad David; see Rashi 


should also be given 
on Hagiga 2b). 
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HALAKHA 


Sprinkles the blood - 047 nx pit: With regard to all offer- 
ings, if the meat of the offering is lost or burned before the 
blood has been sprinkled, then as long as an olive-bulk of the 
meat or an olive-bulk of the sacrificial portions remains, the 
blood may be sprinkled. If less than that remains, the blood 
may not be sprinkled. With regard to a burnt offering, even 
if all that remains is half an olive-bulk of flesh and half an 
olive-bulk of sacrificial portions, they combine to fulfill the 
requirement of an olive-bulk since both will be burned on 
the altar; therefore, the blood may be sprinkled on the altar 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 1:30). 
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The Gemara resolves the difficulties: That the ruling about piggul 
in the baraita is contradicted by the ruling about piggul in the 
mishna is not difficult. Here, in the mishna, the ruling that they 
combine concerns liability for eating piggul, whereas there, in the 
baraita, the ruling that only the parts of a burnt offering combine 
concerns piggul intention. An offering is rendered piggul only if 
one intends to eat an olive-bulk of it after the designated time for 
eating it or to sacrifice an olive-bulk of it after the designated time 
for sacrificing it. The baraita rules that for a burnt offering, if one 
has such intention for both half an olive-bulk of its meat and half 
an olive-bulk ofits sacrificial portions, that is sufficient for the entire 
offering to be rendered piggul. For a peace offering, the offering is 
rendered piggul only if one has such intention about an olive-bulk 
comprised only of meat or only of sacrificial portions. 


The Gemara resolves the second difficulty: That the ruling about 
notar in the baraita is contradicted by the ruling about notar in the 
mishna is not difficult. Here, in the mishna, the ruling that they 
combine concerns liability for eating notar, whereas there, in the 
baraita, the ruling that only the parts of a burnt offering combine 
concerns a case in which only an olive-bulk combined of both 
the flesh and the sacrificial portions remained from the offering, 
the rest having been destroyed, before its blood was sprinkled. 
Blood may not be sprinkled unless an olive-bulk of the offering 
remains. And if the blood is not sprinkled, the offering will never 
be rendered notar. The baraita rules that in the case of a burnt 
offering, the different parts of it combine to form an olive-bulk to 
permit the sprinkling of the blood. This does not apply to a peace 
offering, for which an olive-bulk of only meat or of only sacrificial 
portions must remain in order to permit the sprinkling of the blood. 


The Gemara asks: And whose opinion is expressed by the baraita? 
It is the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua, as it is taught in a baraita: 
Rabbi Yehoshua says: With regard to all the offerings that are 
mentioned in the Torah from which there remains only an olive- 
bulk of meat, the rest having been destroyed or rendered impure, 


or from which there remains only an olive-bulk of sacrificial 
portions, e.g., fat to be burned on the altar, one still sprinkles 
the blood" of the offering on the altar and one thereby fulfills 
his obligation. 


But if all that remains is half an olive-bulk of meat and half an 
olive-bulk of fat, one may not sprinkle the blood, as since the 
meat and the sacrificial portions are used differently, the former 
being eaten and the latter being burned on the altar, they cannot 
combine to form the minimum requirement of an olive-bulk. This 
applies only to offerings whose meat is eaten. But for a burnt offer- 
ing, even if all that remains is half an olive-bulk of flesh and half 
an olive-bulk of fat, one sprinkles the blood, because since the 
offering is consumed upon the altar in its entirety, all of its parts 
combine together. And with regard to a meal offering, even if all 
of it still exists, one does not sprinkle the blood. It is apparent 
that Rabbi Yehoshua’s opinion in this baraita is the one expressed 
in the baraita. 


The Gemara clarifies the final clause of the baraita: What is the 
relevance of a meal offering to the sprinkling of blood? In a meal 
offering there is no blood at all. Rav Pappa said: The baraita is 
referring to a meal offering brought with the libations that accom- 
pany an animal offering. If the entire body of the offering was 
destroyed but the meal offering that accompanied it remains, one 
might have thought that it would be sufficient to allow for the 
sprinkling of the blood. The baraita teaches that this is incorrect. 
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MI SHN A With regard to the handful of a meal 


offering, the frankincense," the incense, 
the meal offering of priests, the meal offering of the anointed 
priest, and the meal offering brought with the libations that 
accompany animal offerings, in a case where one sacrificed 
even an olive-bulk from any one of these, which should be 
sacrificed on the altar, outside" the Temple, he is liable," as the 
burning of an olive-bulk is considered a proper burning. Rabbi 
Eliezer deems him exempt unless he sacrifices the whole of 
any one of these" items outside the Temple. But Rabbi Eliezer 
concedes that with regard to any of them that one sacrificed 
inside the courtyard but left over an olive-bulk from them 
and then sacrificed that olive-bulk outside the courtyard, he 
is liable. 


And with regard to any of these offerings that were lacking 
any amount, if one sacrifices it outside the courtyard, he is 
exempt. 


One who sacrifices sacrificial meat, which is eaten, and sacrifi- 
cial portions, i.e., those that are to be burned on the altar, out- 
side" the courtyard, is liable for the sacrifice of the sacrificial 
portions. But he is not liable for sacrificing the meat. 


GEMARA The Sages taught in a baraita: Each 

morning and afternoon, a peras, i.e., half 
a maneh, of incense must be burned in the Sanctuary. Never- 
theless, one who burns only an olive-bulk of incense outside 


the courtyard is liable. If one burns half a peras inside the 
Temple, he is exempt. 


The Gemara addresses the latter clause of the baraita: It enters 
our mind to explain: What is meant by: He is exempt? It means 
that a non-priest, for whom it is prohibited to perform the sac- 
rificial rites in the Temple, is exempt if he burns incense inside 
the Temple. The Gemara rejects this: Why should he be exempt; 
this is an act of sacrificial burning? Even though he burned 
less than a peras, it is apparent from the first clause of the baraita 
that burning even an olive-bulk is considered an act of sacrificial 
burning. 


Rabbi Zeira said that Rav Hisda said that Rav Yirmeya, son 
of Abba, said that Rav said: What is meant by: He is exempt? 
It means that if a priest burns half a peras inside the Temple, 
the community is thereby exempt from its obligation to burn 
incense despite the fact that less than the required amount 
was burned. 


NOTES 


The handful, the frankincense...where one sacrificed an 
olive-bulk from one of these outside he is liable - yaipa 
on yana mp ya Nowe IapAw...mgayM: This mishna is a 
continuation of the previous mishna on 109a. Both mishnayot 
state that one is liable for offering up even an olive-bulk of 
an offering outside. Rashi explains that the tanna of these 
mishnayot derives this from the term “to sacrifice it” (Leviticus 
17:9). This is different from the way this term was expounded 
on 108b; according to Rashi there, it teaches that one is liable 
only if he offers up a complete entity, which according to one 
opinion means a whole animal, and according to another 
opinion means even a whole limb. Tosafot disagree with 
Rashi’s explanation of the way the term is expounded on 108b. 
According to Tosafot the derivations in the Gemara there are 
consistent with the mishna here, i.e., one is liable for offering 
up even an olive-bulk of an offering. The term teaches only 
that the olive-bulk must be taken from a complete entity, be 
it a whole animal or a whole limb. A third opinion emerges 
from the rulings of the Rambam. He distinguishes between 
items that are naturally whole units, such as animals and limbs, 


and the items mentioned in the mishna here, such a meal 
offerings and incense, which are aggregations of many small 
pieces. It is only for the latter that the measurement of an 
olive-bulk is relevant, whereas for the former, one is liable only 
if the item was complete and was offered up in its entirety 
(Hok Natan). 


Unless he sacrifices the whole of one of these - 29w “y 
tn Dx: It would appear that Rabbi Eliezer disagrees with the 
previous mishna, which rules that one is liable for offering up 
even an olive-bulk of an offering outside; rather, he holds one 
must offer up the entire offering. Rashi explains that Rabbi 
Eliezer actually agrees with the previous mishna, but makes 
a distinction between the cases. The mishna here concerns 
offerings that are disqualified if they lack any amount. There- 
fore, Rabbi Eliezer rules that one is liable only if he offers up 
the offering in its entirety. By contrast, the previous mishna 
concerns a burnt offering, which remains valid even if some 
of its flesh is lacking. Therefore, Rabbi Eliezer agrees that one 
is liable even if he offers up only an olive-bulk. 


BACKGROUND 

Frankincense — mia: Frankincense is an aromatic spice that 
was used in various Temple services. An addition to most meal 
offerings, except for the meal offering of a sinner and the meal 
offering of jealousy, it was sacrificed on the altar together with 
the handful of flour. 

Frankincense is generally identified as the sap derived from 
Boswellia sacra, the frankincense tree. 


Frankincense pellets 


HALAKHA 


Where one sacrificed an olive-bulk from one of these out- 
side — yna 3 pI NK DIW: In a case where it is pro- 
hibited to offer up an offering outside the Temple courtyard, 
one is liable even for offering up an olive-bulk of that offering. 
This applies both if the rest of the offering was first offered up 
appropriately inside the Temple, and even if the offering was 
not offered up, but an olive-bulk of it was removed, taken 
outside, and offered up there. But if, while inside the Temple 
courtyard, the offering was lacking any amount, then even if 
one takes all that remains and offers it up outside, he is not 
liable. For example, if the handful, or the frankincense, or the 
incense, or the meal offering of priests or of the High Priest, or 
the libations, were lacking any amount, then one who took it 
outside and offered it up would be exempt, as the verse states: 
“To sacrifice it” which teaches that one is liable for offering 
up an item that is complete, but not an item that is lacking 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 19:8). 


One who sacrifices sacrificial meat and sacrificial portions 
outside - yana DWN) DWP 27: One who offers up 
an animal offering in its entirety outside the Temple courtyard 
is liable on account of the fact that the animal contains the 
sacrificial portions. One is liable despite the fact that those 
portions were never separated from the rest of the animal 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 19:5). 
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HALAKHA 


The burning of incense in the inner sanctum on Yom 
Kippur — 0257 mw: A non-priest who burns an olive- 
bulk of incense on the golden altar is liable. If he burned 
there the incense that was designated for use in the Holy 
of Holies on Yom Kippur, he is liable only if he burns the full 
measure prescribed by the Torah, i.e., his handful. This is in 
accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis as explained by 
Abaye. For burning incense outside the Temple courtyard, 
one is liable for burning even an olive-bulk, whether he 
burns the incense of the Sanctuary or that of the Holy of 
Holies (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat Mikdash 9:4 and 
Hilkhot Avodat Yom HaKippurim 5:26 and Radbaz there). 


— ae 
Rather Abaye said, etc. — 1312 Wats Kby: Rashi explains 
hat according to both Abaye and Rabba the only disagree- 
ment between Rabbi Eliezer and the Rabbis concerns the 
burning of the incense of the Holy of Holies outside the 
courtyard: Is one liable for burning even an olive-bulk, 
or is one liable only for the full measure? The difference 
between Abaye’s opinion and Rabba'’s opinion is only with 
regard to how they explain the rationale behind the dispute. 
According to Rabba, the disagreement is about whether “his 
handful” is specific or not, whereas according to Abaye it is 
about whether it is possible derive the measure for liability 
for incense of the inner sanctum, i.e., the Holy of Holies, 
rom the incense of the outer sanctum, i.e., the Sanctuary, 
concerning which all agree one is liable even for burning 
an olive-bulk. 

Rabbeinu Hananel disagrees with Rashi. He explains 
hat according to Abaye everyone agrees that with regard 
o both incense of the Sanctuary and incense of the Holy 
of Holies, if one burns them outside the courtyard he is 
iable even if he burns an olive-bulk. The dispute between 
Rabbi Eliezer and the Rabbis concerns the burning of the 
incense of the Holy of Holies inside the Sanctuary. Since 
hat incense was supposed to be burned inside the Holy of 
Holies, burning it in the Sanctuary is considered a violation 
of the prohibition against offering up outside. It is with 
regard to this case that they disagree as to whether one 
is liable only if he burns the full measure, or whether he is 
liable even for just one olive-bulk. 

From the rulings of the Rambam it would appear that he 
had a third understanding of the dispute, which relates to a 
case where a non-priest offers up incense inside the Temple. 
The dispute concerns the quantity of incense he must burn 
in order to be liable for this action. 
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Rabbi Zeira said: If there is something difficult for me with regard 
to this baraita, this is difficult for me: That which Rav said con- 
cerning this baraita: With regard to this halakha, that if a priest 
burns less than a peras of incense the community fulfills its obliga- 
tion, even Rabbi Eliezer concedes. Rabbi Zeira explains: This is 
difficult for me as Rabbi Eliezer rules in the mishna that one who 
burns an olive-bulk of incense outside is exempt. Effectively, he is 
saying that burning less than the required amount is not an act of 
sacrificial burning. How then can he hold that the community 
fulfills its obligation by the burning of less than a peras? 


Rabba said: With regard to the burning of incense designated 
to be burned in the Sanctuary upon the golden altar, everyone, 
i.e., the Rabbis and Rabbi Eliezer, agrees that the Torah does not 
specify the amount to be burned; the requirement to burn a peras 
is rabbinic. Accordingly, the obligation is fulfilled even if only an 
olive-bulk of incense is burned there, as the baraita states, and 
one who burns an olive-bulk of that incense outside the Temple 
is liable. 


When they disagree in the mishna, it is with regard to the burning 
of incense in the inner sanctum, i.e., in the Holy of Holies, on Yom 
Kippur." Concerning that obligation, the verse states: “And he 
shall take... his handful of sweet incense, beaten small, and bring it 
within the Curtain” (Leviticus 16:12). As one Sage, Rabbi Eliezer, 
holds that “his handful” indicates that specifically that measure 
must be burned in order to fulfill the obligation. Accordingly, he 
also holds that one who burns only an olive-bulk of that incense 
outside the courtyard is exempt. And the other Sage, the Rabbis 
who disagree with Rabbi Eliezer, holds that “his handful” does not 
indicate that specifically that measure must be burned, and the 
obligation can be fulfilled even with a lesser amount. Accordingly, 
they also hold that one who burns even an olive-bulk of that incense 
outside the courtyard is liable. 


Abaye said to Rabba: But when the term “statute” is written with 
regard to the Yom Kippur Temple service (see Leviticus 16:29), it 
is also written with regard to the burning of incense in the inner 
sanctum. The term “statute” stated with regard to a rite indicates 
that it is valid only if performed precisely in accordance with all the 
details mentioned in the Torah concerning it. Accordingly, the term 
“his handful” must be specific. 


Rather, Abaye said: With regard to the burning of incense in the 
inner sanctum, i.e., in the Holy of Holies, on Yom Kippur, everyone 
agrees that the obligation is only fulfilled if a handful of incense is 
burned. Also, everyone agrees with regard to burning incense in the 
Sanctuary that the obligation is fulfilled even with an olive-bulk, as 
the baraita states, and one who burns an olive-bulk of incense 
outside the Temple is liable. 


When they disagree in the mishna, it is with regard to the burning 

of incense of the Holy of Holies outside the Temple courtyard. 
One Sage, the Rabbis, holds that we derive the measure for liability 

for incense of the inner sanctum from incense of the outer sanctum, 
i.e., the Sanctuary. Just as for the latter one is liable for an olive- 
bulk, so too, for the former one is liable for an olive-bulk. And the 

other Sage, Rabbi Eliezer, holds that we do not derive one from 

the other. Rather, since the obligation inside the Holy of Holies is 

fulfilled only with a handful of incense, one is liable for burning that 

incense outside the Temple only if he burns that amount. 


Rava said in rejection of Abaye’s understanding: Now, if the Rab- 
bis do not derive the measure for liability for offering up outside 

the Temple courtyard, with regard to other rites performed in the 

outer sanctum, from incense of the outer sanctum, is it necessary 

to question whether they would derive the measure for liability for 

incense of the inner sanctum from incense of the outer sanctum? 

Certainly, they would not. 
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The Gemara asks: What is the rite that Rava is referring to in his 
response to Abaye? It is as it is taught in a baraita: One might 
have thought that one who offers up outside the courtyard less 
than an olive-bulk of the handful taken from a meal offering or 
less than an olive-bulk of the sacrificial portions, or who pours 
as a libation outside the courtyard less than three log of wine 
or who pours as a libation on Sukkot less than three log of water, 
that he would be liable. To counter this, the verse states: “And 
he will not bring it to the entrance of the Tent of Meeting, to sacri- 
fice it” (Leviticus 17:9). The term “to sacrifice it” indicates that one 
is liable for the sacrifice of a complete offering outside the court- 
yard but one is not liable for the sacrifice of an incomplete offering 
outside. 


The Gemara explains Rava’s inference: But the baraita states that 
for a libation of less than three log outside the courtyard one is 
exempt despite the fact that the libation still contains a few olive- 
bulks. And it is apparent then, that the Rabbis do not derive the 
measure for liability for the rite of libation that should be performed 
in the outer sanctum from incense that should be burned in the 
outer sanctum. Certainly then, they would not derive the measure 
for liability for incense of the inner sanctum from incense of the 
outer sanctum. 


Rather, Rava said" to resolve Rabbi Zeira’s difficulty: Rabbi Eliezer 
and the Rabbis agree with regard to the incense of the Sanctuary, 
that the Torah does not specify an amount to be burned, and the 
community fulfills its obligation even if only an olive-bulk is burned, 
as is taught in the baraita. When they disagree in the mishna, it 
is in a case where, for example, one designated two half-peras 
portions" of incense, in accordance with the rabbinic requirement 
to burn one peras, 


by placing them in a vessel. One Sage, Rabbi Eliezer, holds that 
the designation of a measure of incense larger than an olive-bulk 
by placing it in a vessel is a significant matter that renders one 
obligated to burn all the incense that was placed there. Therefore, 
one who then burned only an olive-bulk of that incense outside 
the courtyard is exempt. And one Sage, the Rabbis, holds that it is 
nothing and does not render one obligated to burn all the incense 
that was placed in the vessel. Therefore, one who then burned an 
olive-bulk of that incense outside the courtyard is liable. 


Rava said: Now, according to the one who says that designation 
by placing in a vessel is nothing, if one designated in a vessel six 
log of wine as a libation to accompany the sacrificing of a bull, which 
is the required amount, and then removed four log from it and 
brought those four log as a libation outside the courtyard, he would 
be liable, as a libation of four log of wine is fit for the sacrificing 
of aram (see Numbers 28:14). 


Similarly, if one designated by placing in a vessel four log of 
wine for a libation to accompany the sacrificing of a ram and 
then removed three log of wine from it and brought those three 
log as a libation outside the courtyard, he would be liable, as 
three log of wine is a fit libation for the sacrificing of a lamb (see 
Numbers 28:14). 


But if those three log were lacking any amount, and one brought 
them as a libation outside the courtyard, he would be exempt 
because less than three log of wine is never a fit libation. 


NOTES 


Rather Rava said - X31 vats xdx: Rava holds that with 
regard to the incense of the Holy of Holies, everyone 
agrees that burning any less than the full measure of 
a handful is of no significance. Furthermore, he holds 
that with regard to the incense of the Sanctuary, every- 
one agrees that the Torah does not require any specific 
amount to be burned. Accordingly, offering up even 
one olive-bulk of incense is considered an act of sacrifi- 
cial burning, and one is liable when this is done outside 
the Temple. Rava therefore explains that the dispute 
between the Rabbis and Rabbi Eliezer concerns the 
unique case in which due to the fact that a certain 
quantity of incense was designated for use, burning 
any less than that quantity is no longer regarded as a 
valid act of sacrificial burning, and one would not be 
liable for burning any less than that quantity outside. 
This designation is achieved by removing a quantity of 
incense from the mortar in which it was ground and 
placing it in the bowls in which it is to be brought into 
the Sanctuary (see Jamid 32b-33a). According to Rabbi 
Eliezer, once the measure required by rabbinic law, i.e., 
a peras, or for that matter any amount greater than an 
olive-bulk, is placed in the bowl, one is no longer liable 
for offering up merely an olive-bulk outside. 


Where, for example, one designated two half-peras 
portions — DID RYT NW ITPA i3: The Gemara 
refers to a whole peras because that is the measure of 
incense required by rabbinic law. For the purposes of 
the present discussion the Gemara could have referred 
to any quantity greater than an olive-bulk. Indeed, the 
Shita Mekubbetzet has a version of the text that states: 
Half a peras, and Tosafot cites a text that excludes any 
mention of a specific measure (see Sefat Emet). 
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NOTES 


Even though it involves deriving outer from 
inner — mA YNT ny 4x: The text of the Gemara 
is clearly inverted and should read as Rashi’s text 
reads: Even though it involves deriving the halak- 
hot of a rite performed in the inner sanctum from 
one performed in the outer sanctum. 


HALAKHA 


A lack that occurs to an offering outside - jinon 
yint: One who offers up, outside the Temple 
courtyard, an offering that became lacking while 
it was still inside the courtyard, is exempt. This is in 
accordance with the mishna. If the offering is taken 
out of the courtyard while it is still complete and 
it becomes incomplete only once it is outside and 
then one offers it up, it is uncertain whether one is 
liable or not; therefore, it is prohibited to offer it up 
but one is not punished for doing so. The halakha 
in this case is uncertain as it is the subject of an 
unresolved dilemma in the Gemara (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 19:9). 
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Rava inferred from the baraita that the Rabbis do not derive the 
measure for liability for a rite performed in the outer sanctum, i.e., the 
pouring of a libation, from one performed in the outer sanctum, i.e., 
the burning of incense. From that he concluded that the Rabbis would 
certainly not derive the measure for liability for a rite performed in 
the inner sanctum from a rite performed in the outer sanctum. This 
refuted Abaye’s claim that the Rabbis derive the measure for liability 
for burning outside the incense of the inner sanctum from the measure 
for liability for burning outside the incense of the outer sanctum. Rav 
Ashi said in defense of Abaye’s opinion: Indeed, as is indicated by 
the baraita, the Rabbis do not derive the measure for liability for 
pouring a libation outside the courtyard from the measure for liabil- 
ity for burning incense, which are two different rites performed in the 
outer sanctum. 


Rav Ashi continues: Even though the Rabbis do not derive the 
halakhot of a rite performed in the outer sanctum from a different 
rite performed in the outer sanctum, they do derive the measure 
for liability for burning the incense of the outer sanctum from the 
identical rite of burning of the incense of the inner sanctum, even 
though it involves deriving the halakhot of a rite performed in the 
outer sanctum from one performed in the inner" sanctum. 


Q After enumerating various items that are burned entirely on the altar, 
the mishna states: And with regard to any of these offerings that were 
lacking any amount, if one sacrifices it outside the courtyard, he is 
exempt. Concerning this ruling, a dilemma was raised before the 
Sages: Is a lack that occurs to an offering outside" the courtyard 
considered a lack in order to exempt one who sacrifices the remainder 
outside the courtyard? Or is it not considered a lack? 


Do we say that once an offering emerges from the courtyard it is in 
any event disqualified, and yet the Torah deems one liable for offering 
it there, so what difference is there to me if there is an additional 
disqualification of being lacking and what difference is there to me if 
it is still complete? Or perhaps it is only with regard to emerging 
from the courtyard, where it is still in its original state, that yes, 
one is liable despite the fact that it was disqualified by emerging from 
the courtyard, but where it is not in its original state, one would 
not be liable. 


Abaye said: Come and hear a resolution from the mishna: Rabbi 
Eliezer deems him exempt unless he sacrifices the whole of any one 
of these items outside the Temple. It is apparent then that the offering 
must remain complete. 


Rabba bar Rav Hanan said to Abaye: Can the Master resolve the 
dilemma from the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer? The Rabbis disagree 
with Rabbi Eliezer, and hold that one is liable for sacrificing even an 
olive-bulk, and the dilemma was raised according to their opinion. 


Abaye said to him: I heard explicitly from Rav that the Rabbis dis- 
agree with Rabbi Eliezer only where the offering is still in its original 
form, i.e., complete. But where it is lacking, they concede to him 
that one is not liable. The Gemara attempts to bring a proof from 
here: Was Rav not referring to a case where it became lacking outside 
the courtyard? If so, it is evident that even according to the Rabbis a 
lack that occurs outside is considered a lack. The Gemara rejects this: 
No, he was referring to a case where it became lacking inside the 
courtyard. Accordingly, this mishna cannot serve as a proof. 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a resolution from the continu- 
ation of the mishna: And with regard to any of these offerings that 
were lacking any amount, if one sacrifices them outside the court- 
yard, he is exempt. The Gemara attempts to bring a proof from here: 
Is the mishna not referring to a case where it became lacking outside 
the courtyard? If so, it is evident that even a lack that occurs outside 
is considered a lack. The Gemara rejects this: No, it is referring to 
a case where it became lacking inside the courtyard. Accordingly, 
this cannot serve as a proof. 
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§ The mishna teaches: One who sacrifices sacrificial meat, 
which is eaten, and sacrificial portions, i.e., those that are to be 
burned on the altar, outside the courtyard, is liable for the 
sacrifice of the sacrificial portions, but not for the meat. The 
Gemara asks: Why is he liable? If the meat is placed directly on 
the altar’s fire and then the sacrificial portions are placed upon 
the meat, isn’t there an interposition between the altar and 
the sacrificial portions? Since if they were offered in the Temple 
in that manner, one would not have fulfilled the obligation, one 
should not be liable if he offers them up in this manner outside 
the Temple. 


Shmuel said: The mishna is referring to a case where he turned 
them over and the sacrificial portions lay directly on the altar’s 
fire. 


Rabbi Yohanan said there is another explanation: You may 
even say that the mishna is referring to a case where they did 
not turn them over. And in accordance with whose opinion 
is this mishna? It is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Shimon, who says (108a) that even if one offered it up on a 
rock he is liable. According to him, it is clear that in order for 
one to be liable, the mode of offering up performed outside the 
Temple does not need to entirely parallel the mode of offering 
up in the Temple. 


Rav said there is another explanation: Even in the Temple, burn- 
ing the sacrificial meat and sacrificial portions in this manner 
would be valid as both items are from the same animal, and 
a substance in contact with the same type of substance does 
not interpose.” 


MI S H N A If there is a meal offering from which a 


handful was not removed," and one 
sacrificed it outside the Temple courtyard, he is exempt from 
liability, because until the handful is actually removed it is not 
fit to be burned on the altar inside the Temple. But if a priest 
took a handful from it and then returned its handful into the 
remainder of the meal offering, and one sacrificed the entire 
mixture outside the courtyard, he is liable, as once the handful 
has been removed it is fit to be burned on the altar inside the 
Temple, and one is liable for offering it up outside even though 


it is mixed into the remainder. 

G E M A The Gemara asks about the final clause: 
But why is he liable? Let the remainder 

of the meal offering, which is certainly the majority of the 

mixture, nullify the handful. 


Rabbi Zeira said: A term of burning is stated with regard to 
the handful removed from the meal offering, and a term of 
burning is stated with regard to the remainder of the meal 
offering. With regard to the handful, referred to by the Torah as 
the memorial part,” it is written: “And the priest shall burn the 
memorial part upon the altar” (Leviticus 2:2), and with regard 
to the remainder of the meal offering it is written: “Do not burn 
it as a fire to the Lord” (Leviticus 2:11). This provides a verbal 
analogy that teaches that just as with regard to the burning of 
the handful, if two handfuls are mixed together one handful 
does not nullify another, so too, with regard to the burning 
of the remainder, if the remainder and the handful are mixed 
together, the remainder does not nullify the handful. 


NOTES 


One handful does not nullify another — Svan ynip pr 
ivan: The Torah instructs that on Yom Kippur the blood of 
the bull and goat offerings are to be mixed together and 
then sprinkled together inside the Sanctuary. Evidently, even 
though the quantity of the bull’s blood was inevitably greater 


than the quantity of the goat's blood, the goat's blood is not 
considered to have been nullified. The Sages derive from here 
that items placed on the altar do not nullify one another when 
mixed together (see Menahot 22a-b). 


HALAKHA 

A substance in contact with the same substance does not 
interpose — yyin i» i323 m3: One who offers up an animal 
offering in its entirety outside the Temple courtyard is liable on 
account of the fact that the animal contains the sacrificial por- 
tions that should have been burned on the altar. One is liable 
despite the fact that those portions were never separated from 
the rest of the animal. This other meat of the offering is not con- 
sidered an interposition between the sacrificial portions and 
the altar because they are all of the same substance (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 19:5). 


A meal offering from which a handful was not removed — 
Txap Kow mimaa: One who offers up outside the courtyard a 
meal offering from which a handful was not removed is exempt 
because until the handful is removed it is not fit to be burned 
on the altar inside the Temple. But if a priest took a handful 
from it and then returned its handful into the remainder of the 
meal offering and one sacrificed the entire mixture outside the 
courtyard, he is liable (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
Hakorbanot 19:5). 
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HALAKHA 


Two bowls of frankincense — mia sonra nw: If one sac- 
rificed both the handful and the frankincense of a meal 
offering outside the Temple courtyard, and even if he 
sacrificed one inside and the other outside, he is liable. 
Similarly, with regard to the two bowls of frankincense 
that are arranged together with the shewbread, if one 
sacrifices one inside and one outside, he is liable. This 
is in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis in the 
mishna (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakor- 
banot 19:14). 


NOTES 

Permit or weaken — vpn wip ix Ww ew: Rashi 
explains the dilemma as follows: Does the burning of 
only the handful permit half of the remainder for eating, 
or does it weaken the prohibition against eating the 
entire remainder? Josafot disagree with Rashi, insisting 
that there is no possibility that it would be permitted 
to eat half of the remainder. Rather, they explain the 
dilemma as follows: Does the burning of the handful 
alone effect only half of the remainder, such that if half 
of the remainder was of the volume of an olive-bulk he 
would receive lashes for eating the remainder? Or does 
the burning of the handful weaken the prohibition of the 
entire remainder such that one who ate from any part of 
the remainder would be exempt from receiving lashes? 


One can render an offering piggul, etc. - 13) phan: 
An offering is rendered piggul only in a case where were 
not for the piggul intention during a rite, the perfor- 
mance of that rite would have permitted the consump- 
tion of the offering (see 29b). Accordingly, one who holds 
that one can render an offering piggul by having piggul 
intention during half of two acts that together permit the 
offering for consumption must certainly hold that each 
act alone has the power to permit the consumption of 
part of the offering. 
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MI SHNA= burning of both the handful and the 


frankincense permits the consumption of 
the remainder of the meal offering by the priests. With regard to 
the handful and the frankincense, in a case where one sacrificed 
only one of them outside the Temple courtyard, he is liable. Rabbi 
Eliezer exempts from liability one who burns only one of them 
until he also sacrifices the second. Since the remainder of the meal 
offering becomes permitted only once both have been burned, he 
considers each one alone to be an incomplete offering, and he holds 
one is not liable for sacrificing only one of them. Rabbi Eliezer con- 
cedes that if one sacrificed one inside the courtyard and one outside 
the courtyard, he is liable. 


The burning of two bowls of frankincense permits the consumption 
of the shewbread. With regard to the two bowls of frankincense," 
in a case where one sacrificed only one of them outside the court- 
yard, he is liable. Rabbi Eliezer exempts from liability one who 
burns only one of them until he also sacrifices the second, since the 
shewbread becomes permitted only once both bowls of frankincense 
are burned. Rabbi Eliezer concedes that if one sacrificed one inside 
the courtyard and one outside the courtyard, he is liable. 


GEMARA The mishna is based on the fact that it is 


permitted for the priests to consume the 
remainder of the meal offering only once both the handful and the 
frankincense have been burned. With regard to this, Rabbi Yitzhak 
Nappaha raises a dilemma: If one burned the handful but not the 
frankincense, what is the halakha with regard to whether this will 
permit the consumption of the corresponding half of the remain- 
der? Since the burning of both the handful and the frankincense 
permits the entire remainder, it seems that each one of them affects 
half of the remainder. Accordingly, it is unclear whether burning 
one of them will entirely permit half of the remainder, or whether 
it will merely weaken" the prohibition concerning the remainder, 
and it will still be prohibited to eat any of it. 


The Gemara asks: In accordance with whose opinion did Rabbi 
Yitzhak Nappaha raise this dilemma? If it is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Meir, who says: One can render an offering 
piggul" by having piggul intention during half of two acts that 
together permit the offering for consumption, i.e., during either one 
of them, then it should be obvious that the offering of the handful 
alone should entirely permit half of the remainder. The fact that 
Rabbi Meir holds that intention during just one of the acts can render 
the offering piggul demonstrates that he holds that each act alone 
has the power to permit part of the offering. It is apparent, then, 
the dilemma was not raised according to Rabbi Meir’s opinion. 


If it is in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis, who say: One 
cannot render an offering piggul by having piggul intention during 
half of two acts that together permit the offering for consumption; 
rather, one must have piggul intention during both acts, then it is 
evident that neither act alone has the power to affect the offering, and 
so the burning of the handful alone should neither permit any of the 
remainder nor weaken the prohibition that applies to it. It is apparent, 
then, the dilemma was not raised according to the Rabbis’ opinion. 


Rather, the dilemma was raised in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Eliezer as taught in the mishna. Rabbi Eliezer rules that 
one who sacrifices outside only the handful or the frankincense is 
not liable. Evidently, he holds that neither of these alone can permit 
the consumption of the meal offering. The Gemara rejects this sug- 
gestion as well: Rabbi Eliezer holds in accordance with the opinion 
of the Rabbis, who say: One cannot render an offering piggul by 
having piggul intention during half of two acts that together permit 
the offering for consumption. Accordingly, he would hold that the 
offering of only the handful neither permits any of the remainder, 
nor weakens the prohibition concerning it, and it would not make 
sense to raise the dilemma according to him. 
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“Beside the daily burnt offering, its meal offering, and its libations’ 


Rather, it must be that the dilemma was raised in accordance with 
the opinion of the Rabbis that is taught here in the mishna. They 
hold that one is liable even for sacrificing outside only the handful or 
only the frankincense. Evidently, they hold that each one alone has 
the power to affect the status of the remainder. Accordingly, Rabbi 
Yitzhak Nappaha asked concerning a case where one of them is burned 
on the altar in the Temple, what is the halakha? Does it entirely permit 
half of the remainder, or does it weaken the prohibition concerning 
the entire remainder? 


The Gemara concludes: The dilemma shall stand unresolved. 


MISHN A 22% tie sprinkles part of the blood" of an 


offering, e.g., one sprinkling instead of four, 
outside the Temple courtyard 


is liable. Rabbi Elazar says: So too, one who pours as a libation 
water consecrated for the libation of the festival of Sukkot, during 
the Festival, outside the courtyard, is liable. Rabbi Nehemya says: 
For the remainder of the blood of an offering that was supposed to 
be poured at the base of the altar and that instead one sacrificed 
outside the courtyard, one is liable. 


G E M A RA Rava says: Rabbi Elazar generally holds that 


one is liable for sacrificing outside only when 
he sacrifices a complete offering, but Rabbi Elazar concedes with 
regard to the sprinkling of the blood" of an offering, that one is liable 
for sprinkling outside even part of the blood, e.g., one sprinkling 
instead of four. This is clearly the halakha with regard to offerings 
whose blood is sprinkled on the external altar, as a single sprinkling 
renders such an offering valid (see 36b), and it can be regarded as a 
complete offering. Rabbi Elazar concedes that this is the halakha 
even with regard to offerings whose blood is sprinkled on the inner 
altar, despite the fact that such offerings are valid only once all the 
sprinklings have been completed. 


The fact that Rabbi Elazar concedes this point is apparent from 
that which is taught in a mishna (Yoma 60a) with regard to the numer- 
ous sprinklings of blood performed in the Holy of Holies, upon the 
Curtain, and on the inner altar, as part of the Yom Kippur Temple 
service: If during the sprinklings the blood spills and it is necessary 
to bring the blood of a second animal in order to complete them, 
Rabbi Elazar and Rabbi Shimon say: From the place that the High 
Priest stopped sprinkling the blood of the first animal, there he begins 
to sprinkle the blood of the second animal; it is unnecessary to repeat 
any of the sprinklings that have already been performed. From this 
ruling it is apparent that each sprinkling is considered an independent 
and complete act of service, and one will be liable for even a single 
act of sprinkling done outside the Temple. 


§ The mishna teaches: Rabbi Elazar says: So too, one who pours as 
a libation water consecrated for the libation of the festival of Sukkot, 
during the Festival, outside the courtyard, is liable. Rabbi Yohanan 
said in the name of Rabbi Menahem Yodfa’a: Rabbi Elazar said that 
halakha in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, his teacher, 
who says: The water libation on Sukkot is a mitzva by Torah law. As 
it is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Akiva says concerning the verse: 
(Numbers 29:31), the fact that the Torah makes reference to “libations” 
in the plural indicates that the verse is speaking of two types of 
libations. One is the water libation, which is unique to the festival 
of Sukkot; and the other one is the wine libation, which always 
accompanies the daily offering. If the water libation was not a mitzva 
by Torah law, one would not be liable for pouring it as a libation 
outside the Temple courtyard. 


9p ITI” P - ZEVAHIM : PEREK XIII - 110B 


HALAKHA 
One who sprinkles part of the blood - nyp pia 
o7: One who sprinkles part of the blood of an offering 
outside the Temple courtyard is liable (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 19:13). 


NOTES 

But Rabbi Elazar concedes with regard to sprinkling 
blood - ovata savby 931 ATH: The Gra, in his com- 
mentary on the Mishna, explains that Rava is referring 
ere to Rabbi Eliezer and not Rabbi Elazar, and that 
he text in both the Gemara and the mishna should 
be emended accordingly. Since Rabbi Eliezer said in 
he previous mishna that one who sacrifices only the 
andful or only the frankincense is exempt, it was nec- 
essary for Rava to explain that Rabbi Eliezer concedes 
hat one who sprinkles the blood only once outside 
he courtyard is liable. 
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NOTES 
But Rabbi Elazar says: Water of the festival of Sukkot - xm) 
WNP ANT 1 awh ay: Rashi explains that since there is a 
dispute with regard to the minimum measurement of the 
water libation, if Rabbi Elazar held that three /og are required 
he would have said so explicitly. 


That which Rabbi Asi says escaped him — xi mwang 
N D1 Wax: The early commentaries discuss who it was 
that overlooked Rabbi Asi’s statement, as well as how to 
explain the significance of this statement. 

Rashi explains that it was Rabbi Menahem Yodfa’a who 

overlooked Rabbi Asi’s statement. He therefore assumed 
hat Rabbi Elazar’s ruling was based on the derivation of his 
eacher, Rabbi Akiva, who explains that the water libation is 
derived from the same verse as the wine libation. 
Tosafot explain that it was Reish Lakish who overlooked 
Rabbi Asi’s statement. He therefore presumed that the state- 
ment of Rabbi Menahem Yodfa’a refers not only to the fact 
hat Rabbi Akiva holds that the mitzva of the water libation 
is by Torah law, but also to the source of that mitzva. In fact, 
Rabbi Menahem Yodfa'a was stating that Rabbi Elazar agrees 
with his teacher that the water libation is by Torah law, but 
Rabbi Menahem Yodfa’a disagrees concerning the source 
of the mitzva, concerning which he agrees with Rabbi Asi. 

Both Rashi and Tosafot explain that since Rabbi Elazar’s 
statement is based on Rabbi Asi’s explanation that the 
mitzva of the water libation is a halakha transmitted to 

oses from Sinai, there is no reason that the halakhot of 
he water libation should parallel those of the wine libation, 
and it is possible that the water libation may be performed 
even with a minimal amount. Rabbeinu Hananel explains 
further that not only was the actual mitzva of the water 
ibation transmitted to Moses from Sinai, but the halakhot 
pertaining to it were as well. These include the halakha that 
he libation is one that is relevant only during the festival 
of Sukkot. Therefore, one who pours a water libation during 
he rest of the year would not be liable (see Sefat Emet and 
Zevah Toda). 
In Rambam's Commentary on the Mishna it is explained 
hat there is a practical difference whether the water libation 
is derived from a verse in the Torah or whether it is a halakha 
ransmitted to Moses from Sinai. One is liable for performing 
it outside only if it is derived from a verse in Torah, and then 
only if he pours the standard measure of three /og, as less 
han that amount is not regarded by Torah law as a libation. 


_ BACKGROUND 
Halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai - mind geval 
won: This phrase refers to a halakha that is not derived from 
a verse in the Torah, but which, according to tradition, was 
transmitted orally by God to Moses together with the Writ- 
ten Torah. These halakhot have the status of Torah law. 
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Reish Lakish said to Rabbi Yohanan: If Rabbi Elazar derives the 
mitzva of the water libation through the derivation taught by Rabbi 
Akiva, according to which both the wine libation and water libation 
are derived from the same word, then he should hold that just as 
there, with regard to wine, one is liable only if he pours three log, 
so too here, with regard to water, one should be liable only if he 
pours three log. But in the mishna, Rabbi Elazar says simply: Water 
of the festival of Sukkot,’ which seems to include any amount. 
Furthermore, he should hold that just as with regard to pouring 
a libation of wine outside the Temple, one is liable for pouring 
a libation during the rest of the days of the year and not only 
on Sukkot, so too, with regard to pouring a libation of water, one 
should be liable for pouring a libation during the rest of the days 
of the year. But in the mishna Rabbi Elazar says that one is liable 
only ifhe pours the water libation during the Festival. It is apparent 
that Rabbi Elazar derived the mitzva of the water libation from 
a different source. 


That which Rabbi Asi says escaped him," as Rabbi Asi says that 
Rabbi Yohanan says in the name of Rabbi Nehunya, a man of the 

valley of Beit Hortan: The halakha of ten saplings," the practice of 
taking a willow" in the Temple during Sukkot, and the obligation to 

perform the water libation" during Sukkot, each of these is a hal- 
akha transmitted to Moses from Sinai.’ According to Rabbi Asi, 
the mitzva of the water libation is not derived from the same source 

as the wine libation, and it is possible that there will be differences 

in the halakhot that apply to them. 


§ The Sages taught in a baraita: One who pours as a libation three 
log of water during the festival of Sukkot outside" the courtyard is 
liable. Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, says: If he filled a 
service vessel with the three log in order to consecrate them for 
the sake of the Festival, he is liable. 


HALAKHA 


Ten saplings - niyy) Wy: In addition to the prohibition 
against working the land in Eretz Yisrael during the Sabbatical 
Year, it is prohibited to work the land during the last thirty days 
of the preceding year. This prohibition is a halakha transmitted 
to Moses from Sinai. But if ten saplings are planted in the area 
of a beit sea, 2,500 square cubits, the entire field may be plowed, 
on account of the saplings, until the start of the Sabbatical Year. 
This ruling is also a halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai 
(Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot Shemitta VeYovel 3:1, 5). 


Willow — 727X: Each day of Sukkot, willow branches would be 
brought to the Temple and placed upright against the altar with 
the tops of the branches leaning over the top of the altar. This 
is a halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai. The mitzva can 
be fulfilled with even a single branch that bears a single leaf 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shofar VeSukka VeLulav 7:20). 


The water libation — owa1 Jo»): Each day during the seven 
days of Sukkot, a water libation was poured on the altar at 
the same time as the wine libation that was poured during 
the sacrifice of the daily morning offering. This is a halakha 
transmitted to Moses from Sinai (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Temidin UMusafin 10:6). 


One who pours as a libation three /og of water during the 
festival of Sukkot outside - yna ana on pah new Teman: 
One who poured three /og of wine or water as a libation outside 
the courtyard is liable because such a libation is acceptable 
as an offering inside the Temple. One who poured less than 
three /og of wine or water outside the courtyard is exempt, 
whether he did so during Sukkot or the rest of the year. This is 
in accordance with the opinion of the first tanna of the baraita. 
If one placed more than three /og of water in a vessel, the water 
is consecrated and so one who pours that water as a libation 
outside the courtyard is liable (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 19:3—4 and Hilkhot Meila 2:9). 


Willow branches placed against the altar in the Temple 
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The Gemara asks: What is the difference between these two opin- 
ions? Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: They disagree with regard 
to whether there is a precise measure of water’ that can be conse- 
crated as a libation. The first tanna holds that even if one fills a service 
vessel with more than three log, the water is thereby consecrated. 
Therefore, if one then pours at least three log of that water outside 
the courtyard, he is liable. Rabbi Elazar holds that if one attempts 
to consecrate more than three log, the consecration of the water is 
ineffective. Therefore, if one then pours three log of that water as a 
libation outside the courtyard, he is not liable. 


Rav Pappa said: 


NOTES 


They disagree with regard to whether there is a measure 
of water — onp maa Nyy wa: The commentaries differ 
in how they explain the dispute. Rashi explains that the first 
tanna holds that if one consecrated even more than three /og, 
the consecration would be effective, and one who poured that 
water as a libation outside the Temple courtyard would be liable. 
Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, disagrees and holds that since 
the libation in the Temple must be three /og, even if one tries to 
consecrate more than that amount the consecration would be 
ineffective and one would not be liable for pouring that water 
as a libation outside the courtyard. 

Rabbeinu Hananel explains the dispute in the opposite man- 
ner as Rashi. He explains that the first tanna holds that since the 
libation must be at least three /og, it is not possible to consecrate 
less than that quantity. Therefore, if one tried to consecrate 
less than three log and then poured it as a libation outside the 
Temple courtyard, he would not be liable. Rabbi Elazar, son of 


Rabbi Shimon, holds that it is possible to consecrate even less 
than three log, and one who then pours it as a libation is liable 
(see Tosafot). 

An entirely different explanation is offered by the Keren Ora, 
based on the Jerusalem Talmud (Sukka 4:6). He suggests that the 
dispute is not based on how much water can be consecrated but 
rather on how much water may be poured inside the Temple 
in fulfillment of the mitzva of the libation. The first tanna holds 
that only three log may be poured, but no more. Therefore, once 
those three /og have been poured, any more is meaningless, 
and if one then poured water as a libation outside the Temple 
courtyard he would not be liable. Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi 
Shimon, holds that one may add to the amount of water poured 
inside the Temple courtyard. Therefore, even after pouring three 
log inside the Temple, there is still significance to the pouring 
of more water. Consequently, if one were to then pour water 
outside the courtyard, he would be liable. 
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They disagree with regard to whether one is liable for pouring a 
libation outside the courtyard that was not first consecrated in a 
service vessel. This dispute is based on a disagreement with regard 
to whether wine libations were offered in the Tabernacle in the 
wilderness before the Jewish people entered Eretz Yisrael. The 
Gemara will soon explain the logical connection between the two 
issues. 


Ravina said: Everyone agrees that wine libations are valid even if 
they are not first consecrated in a sacred service vessel. Therefore, 
one who pours a wine libation outside the courtyard is liable even 
if it was not first consecrated in a service vessel. They disagree with 
regard to whether the liability for pouring a water libation can be 
derived from that of a wine libation. The first tanna holds that it 
can; Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, holds that it cannot. 


§ The Sages taught in a baraita: One who pours as a libation three 
log of wine outside" the courtyard is liable. Rabbi Elazar, son of 
Rabbi Shimon, says: And that is in a case where he first consecrated 
the wine in a sacred service vessel. 


HALAKHA 


One who pours as a libation three log of wine outside - Jeaan 
yna pab awhy: One who pours as a libation three log of 
wine outside the Temple is liable. This is in accordance with 
the opinion of the first tanna. The Rambam does not note any 


distinctions based on whether or not the libation was first conse- 
crated in a service vessel. This indicates that one is liable even if it 
was not first consecrated (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HaKorbanot 19:3; see Likkutei Halakhot). 
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NOTES 


What is the difference between them? Rav Adda bar Rav Yitzhak 
said: The difference between them is with regard to whether the 
overfill of measuring vessels" is also consecrated. Both agree that 
one is liable for pouring a libation outside the courtyard only if it 
was first consecrated in a service vessel. The first tanna holds that 
the liquid that rises above the rim of a vessel is also consecrated, 
and if one collects three log of that liquid and pours it as a liba- 
tion outside the courtyard he is liable. Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi 
Shimon, holds that only the wine within the walls of the vessel itself 
is consecrated. 


Rava, son of Rabba, said: The difference between them is with 
regard to whether one is liable for pouring a libation outside the 
courtyard that was not first consecrated in a service vessel. This 
dispute is based on a disagreement as to whether wine libations 
were offered on private altars. 


He explains: And they disagree with regard to the issue that is the 
subject of the dispute between these tanna’im, as it is taught in a 
baraita: An offering sacrificed on a private altar does not need to 
be accompanied by wine libations; this is the statement of Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi. And the Rabbis say: It does require wine libations. 
Service vessels are not used in the context of private altars. Therefore, 
if libations are brought on private altars then it is apparent that 
libations can be valid even if they were not first consecrated in a 
service vessel. Accordingly, one would be liable for pouring a liba- 
tion outside the Temple even if it had not first been consecrated in 
a service vessel. If libations are not brought on private altars, then 
there is no precedent of a libation that was not first consecrated 
in a service vessel, and one would not be liable for pouring a 
non-consecrated libation outside the Temple. 


And the opinion of these tanna’im is like the opinion of those 
tanna’im, as it is taught in a baraita: In introducing the mitzva to 
bring wine libations together with animal offerings, the verse states: 
“When you come into the land of your dwellings, which I give to 
you” (Numbers 15:2), which indicates that the mitzva to bring liba- 
tions began only once the Jewish people entered Eretz Yisrael. The 
verse speaks in order to require that libations be brought with 
animal offerings that are brought upon a great public altar. This 
assumes libations were not brought on a public altar in the wilder- 
ness. Therefore, it is necessary to teach that upon entering Eretz 
Yisrael they are required. 


Do you say that the verse is referring to offerings brought ona great 
public altar, or is it even referring to offerings brought on a small 
private altar? Perhaps libations were brought on the public altar in 
the wilderness, and it is therefore unnecessary to state that after 
entering Eretz Yisrael libations should continue to be brought on a 
public altar. Accordingly, the verse must be teaching that after the 
Jewish people have entered Eretz Yisrael, libations are required even 
on private altars. This suggestion is rejected: When the verse states: 
“Into the land of your dwellings, which I give to you [lakhem],” 
using the plural form of the word “you,” itis apparent that the verse 
is speaking of a public altar that is used by everyone; this is the 
statement of Rabbi Yishmael. 


The difference between them is with regard to the overfill of 
measuring vessels — 192 xdg nim yva: When a liquid 
is placed into a service vessel in order to measure the quantity 
necessary for a libation, it is thereby consecrated for that pur- 
pose. The overfill of a measuring vessel refers to the liquid that 
rests above the rim of the vessel when it is full. The Gemara in 
Menahot (88a and goa) cites a tannaitic dispute concerning 
whether that extra quantity is also consecrated by the vessel, 
or whether only the liquid actually contained within the walls 
of the vessel is consecrated. 

Rashi explains that the first tanna and Rabbi Elazar, son of 
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Rabbi Shimon, also disagree about this issue. They are discuss- 
ing a case where one collected the overfill of a number of 
measuring vessels, thereby obtaining three /og (Hazon Ish), or 
a case where the measuring vessel itself held only three /og, 
including the overfill (Shita Mekubbetzet). 

According to Rashi’s explanation, all opinions agree that one 
is liable only if the liquid was indeed consecrated by the vessel. 
The Sefat Emet suggests a different explanation, according to 
which the dispute concerns the very question of whether the 
liquid needs to be consecrated in order for one to be liable. 
He explains that the standard measuring vessel would hold 


precisely three /og, including the overfill. The first tanna holds 
that although the overfill is not consecrated by the vessel, nev- 
ertheless, it is valid for the mitzva. Evidently, a liquid does not 
require consecration in order to be a valid libation, and accord- 
ingly, one who pours unconsecrated liquid as a libation outside 
is liable. Rabbi Elazar disagrees and holds that the overfill is 
consecrated by the vessel. Therefore, there is no precedent for 
the notion that an unconsecrated liquid can be a valid libation. 
Therefore, he rules that one is liable only in a case where he 
pours a libation of a consecrated liquid. 
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Rabbi Akiva says: Through its introductory clause: “When you 
come,’ the verse speaks in order to require that libations be brought 
with animal offerings that are brought upon a small private altar. 
This assumes libations were already brought in the wilderness, and 
the verse must be teaching that libations are required even on private 
altars. 


Do you say that the verse is speaking of a small private altar outside 
the Temple? Or is it only referring to a great public altar? Perhaps 
libations were not brought on the public altar in the wilderness and 
the verse is necessary in order to teach that upon entering Eretz 
Yisrael they are required. When the verse states: “Into the land of 
your dwellings,” it is apparent that the verse is speaking of an altar 
that is used in all your dwellings, which certainly must be referring 
to private altars, as there was only one central public altar. 


The Gemara explains: When you analyze the matter you will find 
that you can say that according to the statement of Rabbi Yishmael, 
libations were not offered in the wilderness. Therefore, it is 
necessary to teach that upon entering Eretz Yisrael they are required. 
And according to the statement of Rabbi Akiva libations were 
offered in the wilderness. Therefore, the verse must be teaching 
that libations are required even on private altars. 


§ The mishna teaches: Rabbi Nehemya says: For the remainder 
of the blood of an offering that was supposed to be poured at the 
base of the altar and that instead one sacrificed outside" the court- 
yard, one is liable. 


Rabbi Yohanan said: Rabbi Nehemya taught this halakha in accor- 
dance with the statement of the one who says that failure to pour 
the remainder of the blood at the base of the altar disqualifies the 
offering. 


The Gemara raises an objection from a baraita: Rabbi Nehemya says 
that for the remainder of the blood of an offering that one sacrificed 
outside the courtyard, one is liable. Rabbi Akiva said to him: Isn’t 
pouring the remainder of the blood considered a non-essential 
mitzva, which is not indispensable to the validity of the offering? 
Accordingly, one should not be liable for sacrificing the blood outside 
the Temple courtyard. Rabbi Nehemya said to him: Sacrificial limbs 
and fats of a burnt offering will prove the matter, as they are consid- 
ered a non-essential mitzva, and yet one who sacrifices them out- 
side the courtyard is liable. Rabbi Akiva said to him: No, if you 
said that one is liable with regard to the burning of the limbs and 
fats, which is the start of a sacrificial rite," i.e., burning them is 
sacrificial rite in and of itself, shall you also say that this is the halakha 
with regard to the pouring of the remainder of the blood, which is 
not the start of a sacrificial rite, but is just the conclusion of the 
sprinkling of the blood? 


The Gemara explains the challenge from the baraita: And if it is so 
that Rabbi Nehemya holds that that failure to pour the remainder of 
the blood at the base of the altar disqualifies the offering, let Rabbi 
Nehemya say in response to Rabbi Akiva: These too, i.e., the pouring 
of the remainder of the blood, are considered to be a sacrificial rite 
in and of themselves because failure to pour out the remainder 
disqualifies the offering. The Gemara concludes: Indeed, this is 
a conclusive refutation. 


NOTES 


Burning of limbs and fats, which is the start of a sacrificial 
rite — may nyna yw wya ox: Rabbi Akiva highlights a 
fundamental distinction between these two mitzvot: Even though 
failure to burn the limbs and fats on the altar does not disqualify 
the offering, nevertheless, burning them is an important compo- 
nent of the sacrifice of an offering and is regarded as a rite in and 
of itself. Therefore, one who burns the limbs and fats outside the 
courtyard has certainly performed a sacrificial act, and is liable. By 
contrast, the pouring of the remainder of the blood upon the base 


of the altar is an act that is performed only in the event that some 
blood remains after the blood was sprinkled. Since the blood was 
consecrated, it cannot simply be discarded; rather, it is respect- 
fully poured upon the base of the altar. It follows that there is no 
requirement to ensure that any blood remains for this purpose. Fur- 
thermore, it is clear that the pouring of the blood is not regarded 
as a significant sacrificial act in and of itself, and one would not be 
liable for carrying it out on an altar outside the Temple courtyard 
(Hiddushei Batra). 


HALAKHA 


The remainder of the blood that one sacrificed 
outside — yna yA PAW OFT YW: One who pours 
the remainder of the blood of an offering outside the 
courtyard is exempt because pouring the remainder 
of the blood is a non-essential mitzva. This applies 
even with regard to the remainder of blood that was 
presented on the inner altar. This is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rav Adda bar Ahava, who explains 
that Rabbi Akiva and Rabbi Nehemya disagree with 
regard to blood that was presented on the inner 
altar. The halakha is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Akiva in his disputes with any other indi- 
vidual Sage (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
Hakorbanot 19:4). 
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NOTES 

And Rabbi Akiva did not know, etc. — xb KPPN 
"31 y'P: From Rashi's commentary it would appear 
that he had a different version of the Gemara’s text, 
according to which the Gemara rejects the distinc- 
tion between the pouring of the remainder of blood 
that was presented on the inner and external altars. 
According to this, Rabbi Nehemya agrees that pour- 
ing the remainder of the blood that was presented 
on the external altar is indispensable to the validity 
of the offering, which he why he rules that one is 
liable for sacrificing this blood outside the Temple 
courtyard. His response in the baraita is that even 
according to Rabbi Akiva, who holds that the pour- 
ing of the remainder is not indispensable, neverthe- 
less, one is liable for sacrificing the blood outside the 
courtyard (see also Tosafot, citing Rabbeinu Tam). 


HALAKHA 

One who pinches the nape of a bird offering, 
etc. — 131 pit nyg prian: One who pinches the 
nape of a bird offering inside the courtyard and then 
sacrifices it outside is liable. If he pinched its nape 
outside the courtyard he is exempt, and so too, if 
he then offers up that bird outside the courtyard 
he is exempt (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HaKorbanot 18:18). 


One who slaughters a bird offering inside - pniwn 
09353 qiya Mx: One who slaughters a bird offering 
inside the Temple courtyard and then offers it up 
outside the courtyard is exempt, because by slaugh- 
tering it he has disqualified it from being brought as 
an offering inside the Temple (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 18:18). 
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HALAKHA 


One slaughtered a bird offering outside and offer- 
ed it up outside - yina nym yana vng: One who 
slaughters a bird offering outside the courtyard 
and then offers it up outside the courtyard is liable 
to bring two sin offerings (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 18:18, and see Ra'avad 
there). 
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The Gemara qualifies its rejection: And now that Rav Adda bar Ahava 
says: The dispute between the tanna’im with regard to whether failure 
to pour the remainder of the blood disqualifies the offering is only 
with regard to the remainder of blood that was presented on the 
inner altar, but with regard to the remainder of blood that was pre- 
sented on the external altar everyone agrees that failure to pour it 
does not disqualify the offering; the apparent contradiction between 
Rabbi Yohanan’s statement and the baraita can therefore be resolved. 
When Rabbi Nehemya says in the mishna that one is liable for sacri- 
ficing the remainder of the blood outside the courtyard, he is referring 
to the remainder of blood that was presented on the inner altar. The 
pouring of that blood is considered a rite in and of itself, and one is 
liable for sacrificing it outside the Temple. When that statement of 
Rabbi Nehemya is taught in the baraita, it is referring to the remain- 
der of blood that was presented on the external altar. Concerning such 
blood, Rabbi Nehemya concedes that the pouring is not considered 
a rite in and of itself. 


In light of this, the Gemara explains the discussion between Rabbi 
Akiva and Rabbi Nehemya: And Rabbi Akiva did not know" what 
Rabbi Nehemya was saying. Rabbi Akiva thought that Rabbi 
Nehemya was stating a ruling about the pouring of the remainder 
of blood that was presented on the external altar. Therefore, Rabbi 
Akiva responded to him with a claim relating to the remainder of 
blood that was presented on the external altar and said that it is a 
non-essential mitzva. And then Rabbi Nehemya answered him by 
saying a defense of his opinion in accordance with the misconception 
underlying the statement of Rabbi Akiva. 


MI S HNA One who pinches the nape of a bird offering" 


inside the Temple courtyard and then offers 
it up outside the courtyard is liable. But if one pinched its nape 
outside the courtyard and then offered it up outside the courtyard 
he is exempt, as pinching the nape of a bird outside the courtyard 
is not considered valid pinching. One who slaughters, with a knife, 
a bird offering inside" the courtyard and offers it up outside the 
courtyard is exempt, as slaughtering a bird offering in the Temple 
courtyard disqualifies it as an offering. 


But if one slaughtered a bird offering outside the courtyard and then 
offered it up outside," he is liable." 


Evidently, the manner of its preparation inside the courtyard, i.e., 
pinching, effects its exemption outside the courtyard, and the man- 
ner of its preparation outside the courtyard, i.e., slaughter, effects 
its exemption inside the courtyard. 


Rabbi Shimon says: With regard to any act of killing an animal con- 
cerning which, when it was performed outside the courtyard, one is 
liable for subsequently offering it up outside the courtyard, one is 
also liable for having offered the animal up outside the courtyard 
after performing a similar act of killing inside the courtyard. This is 
the halakha except with regard to one who slaughters a bird inside 
the courtyard and offers it up outside the courtyard; he is exempt. 


NOTES 


If one slaughtered outside and offered it up outside he is liable - 
ayn ying mm yina pnw: Even though slaughtering is not a valid 
method of killing a bird offering inside the courtyard, nevertheless 
the Gemara derives (107a) that one is liable if he slaughters it outside 
the courtyard. Furthermore, even though by slaughtering it one 
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renders the bird unfit, one is still liable for offering it up outside the 
courtyard. This is because, as the Gemara explains based on the 
verse: “And to them you shall say” (Leviticus 17:8), with regard to 
any offering that one is liable for slaughtering outside, one is also 
liable if he then offers it up outside. 
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G E M ARA In summarizing its rulings the mishna 


states: The manner of its preparation out- 
side the courtyard effects its exemption inside the courtyard. The 
Gemara comments: This term: The manner of its preparation, is 
inappropriate when referring to the slaughter of a bird offering, 
as a bird offering is not prepared by slaughtering; on the contrary, 
it is disqualified if slaughtered. The slaughter of a bird offering 
outside the courtyard is the reason for its liability. The Gemara 
concedes: Emend the mishna and teach: Its liability. 


§ The mishna cites the ruling of Rabbi Shimon: Rabbi Shimon 
says: With regard to any act of killing an animal concerning which, 
when it was performed outside the courtyard, one is liable for 
subsequently offering it up outside the courtyard, one is also 
liable for having offered the animal up outside the courtyard after 
performing a similar act of killing inside the courtyard. This is 
the halakha except with regard to one who slaughters a bird inside 
the courtyard and offers it up outside the courtyard; he is exempt. 
The Gemara asks: To what does he refer? 


If we say that he is referring to the first clause of the mishna, 
which states: One who pinches the nape of the bird offering inside 
and then offers it up outside is liable, but if one pinched its nape 
outside and then offered it up outside, he is exempt; and it is 
with the second part of this clause that Rabbi Shimon disagrees 
and says to the first tanna: Just as one who pinches the nape of a 
bird offering inside and then offers it up outside is liable, so too 
one who pinches its nape outside and then offers it up outside is 
liable, this is difficult. If that is what Rabbi Shimon intended, then 
instead of saying in the mishna: With regard to any act of killing 
an animal concerning which, when it was performed outside the 
courtyard, one is liable for subsequently offering it up outside 
the courtyard, he should have said: With regard to any act of killing 
an animal concerning which, when it was performed inside the 
courtyard, one is liable for subsequently offering it up outside 
the courtyard, one is also liable for a similar act of killing done 
outside the courtyard. Evidently, Rabbi Shimon does not disagree 
with the first tanna on this issue. 


Rather, perhaps Rabbi Shimon disagrees with the first part of the 
first clause and says to the first tanna: Just as one who pinches 
the nape of a bird offering outside and then offers it up outside is 
not liable, so too one who pinches its nape inside and then offers 
it up outside is not liable. The Gemara rejects this: If that is what 
Rabbi Shimon intended, then he should have said: With regard to 
any act of killing an animal concerning which, when it was per- 
formed outside the courtyard, one is not liable for subsequently 
offering it up outside the courtyard, one is also not liable for having 
offered the animal up outside the courtyard after performing a 
similar act of killing inside the courtyard. Evidently, Rabbi Shimon 
does not disagree with the first tanna on this issue either. 


Rather, he is referring to the latter clause of the mishna: One who 
slaughters a bird offering inside and offers it up outside is exempt, 
but if one slaughtered a bird offering outside and then offered it 
up outside, he is liable. And it is with the second part of this clause 
that Rabbi Shimon disagrees and says to the first tanna: Just as one 
who slaughters a bird offering inside and then offers it up outside 
is not liable, so too one who slaughters it outside and then offers 
it up outside is not liable. The Gemara rejects this: If that is what 
Rabbi Shimon intended, then he should have said: With regard to 
any act of killing an animal concerning which, when it was per- 
formed inside the courtyard, one is not liable for subsequently 
offering it up outside the courtyard, one is also not liable for having 
offered the animal up outside the courtyard after performing a 
similar act of killing outside the courtyard. Evidently, Rabbi Shimon 
does not disagree with the first tanna on this issue. 
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Rather, perhaps Rabbi Shimon disagrees with the first part of the 
latter clause and says to the first tanna: Just as one who slaughters 
a bird offering outside and then offers it up outside is liable, so too 
one who slaughters it inside and then offers it up outside is liable. 
The Gemara rejects this: Rabbi Shimon clearly does not hold this, 
as the mishna teaches that he concludes: This is the halakha except 
with regard to one who slaughters a bird inside the courtyard and 
offers it up outside the courtyard; he is exempt. 


If Rabbi Shimon is not referring to any of the rulings mentioned 
in the mishna, he must be disagreeing with the first tanna with 
regard to another issue. Ze’eiri said: The difference between the 
first tanna and Rabbi Shimon is with regard to the slaughter of 
an animal offering at night inside the courtyard, and this is what 
the mishna is saying: The first tanna said: And so too, one who 
slaughters an animal offering inside the courtyard at night and 
then offers it up outside" is exempt, as by slaughtering the animal 
at night he caused it to become disqualified. But one who slaugh- 
tered an animal outside the courtyard at night and then offered 
it up outside" is liable. 


It is with this ruling that Rabbi Shimon disagrees and says: With 
regard to any act of killing an animal concerning which, when it was 
performed outside the courtyard, one is liable for subsequently 
offering it up outside the courtyard, one is also liable for having 
offered the animal up outside the courtyard after performing a 
similar act of killing inside the courtyard. This is the halakha except 
with regard to one who slaughters a bird inside the courtyard 
and offers it up outside the courtyard; he is exempt. 


The Gemara provides another suggestion: Rava said that the differ- 
ence between the first tanna and Rabbi Shimon is with regard to 
the collection of the blood of an offering in a non-sacred vessel," 
and this is what the mishna is saying: The first tanna said: And so 
too, one who collects the blood of an offering in a non-sacred 
vessel inside the courtyard and then offers up that offering outside 
is exempt, as receiving blood in a non-sacred vessel disqualifies 
the offering. But one who collects the blood of an offering in a 
non-sacred vessel outside the courtyard and then offers up that 
offering outside is liable. 


It is with this ruling that Rabbi Shimon disagrees and says: With 
regard to any act done with an animal, i.e., the collecting of its blood, 
concerning which, when it was performed outside the courtyard, 
one is liable for subsequently offering it up outside the courtyard, 
one is also liable for having offered the animal up outside the 
courtyard after performing a similar act inside the courtyard. This 
is the halakha except with regard to one who slaughters a bird 
inside the courtyard and offers it up outside the courtyard; he 
is exempt. 


HALAKHA 


One who slaughters an animal inside at night and offers it 
up outside - yina nym vba ones mana viw: One who 
slaughters an animal inside the courtyard at night and then 
offers it up outside is exempt because by slaughtering it at 
night he has caused the offering to become disqualified. This is 
in accordance with the understanding of Ze'eiri of the dispute 
between Rabbi Shimon and the Rabbis, and the halakha is in 
accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 18:17 and Radbaz there). 


One who slaughtered outside at night and then offered it 
up outside - yna nym abba yina vnw: One who slaugh- 
ters an animal offering outside the courtyard at night is liable 
because outside of the courtyard, slaughter is a valid method 


of preparation even at night. So too, if one then offered up that 
animal outside the courtyard at night, he is liable. Ra’avad dis- 
agrees and claims that from the Gemara it appears that liability 
for offering up outside the courtyard is incurred only during the 
day (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 18:17). 


The collection of the blood in a non-sacred vessel — mbap 
bin pa: One who collects the blood of an offering in a non- 
consecrated vessel inside the courtyard and then offers up 
that offering outside the courtyard is exempt. This is in accor- 
dance with Rava's understanding of the dispute between Rabbi 
Shimon and the Rabbis, and the halakha is in accordance with 
the opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HaKorbanot 18:17 and Radbaz there). 
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The Gemara comments: Now that Shmuel’s father, son of Rav 
Yitzhak, has taught a baraita, another explanation can be pro- 
vided. The baraita teaches: One who pinches the nape of a bird 
inside the courtyard and then offers it up outside is liable, but 
one who pinched the nape of a bird outside and then offered it 
up outside is exempt. And Rabbi Shimon says that he is liable. 
It is apparent then that Rabbi Shimon in the mishna is referring 
to there, i.e., to the first clause of the mishna, and disagreeing 
with it. Therefore, one should emend the mishna and teach: With 
regard to any act of killing an animal concerning which, when it 
was performed inside the courtyard, one is liable for subsequently 
offering it up outside the courtyard, one is also liable for having 
offered the animal up outside the courtyard after performing a 
similar act of killing outside the courtyard. 


MI S HN A With regard to a sin offering where one 


collected its blood" in one cup," ifhe first 
placed its blood on an altar outside the courtyard and then 
placed the remaining blood on the altar inside the courtyard, 
or if he first placed its blood on the altar inside the courtyard 
and then placed the remaining blood on an altar outside the 
courtyard, in both cases he is liable for placing the blood outside 
the courtyard, as the blood in its entirety is fit to be placed on 
the altar inside the courtyard. 


If one collected its blood in two cups" and placed the blood 
from both of them on the altar inside the courtyard he is exempt 
as he acted appropriately. If he placed the blood from both of 
them on an altar outside the courtyard, he is liable,’ as both are 
fit to be placed inside. If he first placed the blood from one cup 
inside and then placed the blood from the other one outside, he 
is exempt." By using the blood of the first cup to perform the 
mitzva of placing the blood on the altar, he thereby rendered the 
blood in the second cup unfit to be placed on the altar; therefore, 
there is no liability for placing it on an altar outside. If he first 
placed the blood from one cup outside and then placed the 
blood from the other one inside, he is liable for the external 
placement as that blood was fit to be placed inside, and the 
internal placement atones for the transgression for which the 
sin offering was brought. 


HALAKHA 


A sin offering where one collected its blood in one cup — 
amy Diaa m0 bapw mewn: If one collects the blood of a sin 
offering in a single cup and first places some of the blood on 
an altar outside the courtyard and then places the remaining 
blood on the altar inside the courtyard, he is liable for plac- 
ing the blood outside the courtyard, as it was fit to have been 
placed on the altar inside the courtyard. If one first places some 
of the blood on the altar inside the courtyard and then places 
the remaining blood on an altar outside the courtyard, he is 
exempt, as once part of the blood has been placed on the altar 
inside the courtyard the rest of the blood is regarded as a mere 
remainder. This is not in accordance with the mishna, as the 
mishna expresses the opinion of Rabbi Nehemya, who holds 
that one is liable for placing the remainder on an altar outside 
the courtyard, as he holds that the pouring of the remainder of 


he blood on the base is indispensable to the validity of an offer- 
ing (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 19:13). 


One collected its blood in two cups - nipi> ‘nwa maT bap: 
f the blood of a sin offering was collected in two cups and then 
one placed the blood from both of them on an altar outside the 
courtyard, or the blood of one outside and then the blood of 
he other inside, or the blood of one inside and then the blood 
of the other outside, he is liable. The Ra’avad questions why one 
is liable even when he places the blood of one inside and then 
he blood of the other outside, since the blood of the second 
cup should be regarded as disqualified. It appears that the 
Rambam had a version of the mishna that explicitly stated that 
one is liable in that case (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HaKorbanot 19:13, and see Kesef Mishne there). 


NOTES 


Asin offering where one collected its blood —bapw Fasen 
mat: This halakha applies not only to a sin offering but to 
other offerings as well. Indeed, the Tosefta (12:9) states this 
halakha with regard to a burnt offering. It would appear that 
he only reason the mishna presents this halakha specifi- 
cally with regard to a sin offering is that it goes on to teach 
he case of a sin offering that was separated and then lost, 
which applies only in the case of a sin offering. 


f he placed the blood from both of them outside he is 
liable — an yina omw: Rashi explains that if one placed 
both of them in a single lapse of awareness he is liable 
o bring only one sin offering. If he placed them in two 
separate lapses of awareness he is liable to bring two sin 
offerings. 


One cup inside and one outside, he is exempt - 0293 1m% 
1wa YIN TMI: When the blood is collected in one cup, 
any blood that was not placed is a remainder. Whether one 
is liable for sacrificing such blood outside the courtyard is 
dependent on whether or not the pouring of the remainder 
on the base of the altar is indispensable to the validity of 
the offering, as the Gemara explains. But in a case where 
the blood is collected in two cups, the Gemara explains 
that the blood in the second cup is considered to have 
been disqualified. Therefore, even according to the opinion 
that the pouring of the remainder is indispensable, one 
would not be liable for sacrificing such blood outside the 
courtyard (Rashi). 

The Rambam had a different version of the Gemara’s text 
according to which in a case where the blood is collected in 
two cups one is liable for sacrificing the blood of the second 
cup outside the courtyard. 
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HALAKHA 


Just as placing the blood of the first animal, etc. - 
^a AW OWS: With regard to one who separated a sin 

offering and it was subsequently lost and he separated 

another sin offering as a replacement, and then the first 
sin offering was found, and he slaughtered both sin 

offerings simultaneously, once the blood of one of the 

sin offerings has been placed, a person who consumes 

the meat of that offering does not incur liability for the 

misuse of consecrated property, and neither does one 

who consumes the meat of the other offering. This is 

despite the fact that the placement of the blood of one 

offering does not permit the consumption of the meat of 
he other offering. Nevertheless, since before the blood 

was placed the meat of both offerings could have been 

permitted by the placement of their blood, one who 

consumes the meat of either of them does not incur 
iability for misuse of consecrated property. 

If the sin offerings were slaughtered consecutively, 
hen since after the slaughter of the first one, the meat 
of the second one could no longer be permitted by the 
placement of its blood, one who consumes its meat is 
iable for misuse of consecrated property. This is based 
on the Gemara in Me‘ila 7a (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Me'ila 3:6, and see Kesef Mishne there). 
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To what is this matter comparable? It is comparable to a case where 
one separated an animal for his sin offering and it was lost, and he 
separated another animal in its place, and thereafter, the first 
animal was found. In that case, both of them stand before him and 
he must sacrifice one as his sin offering. If he slaughtered both of 
them inside the courtyard, he is exempt. Ifhe slaughtered both of 
them outside the courtyard, he is liable, as each was fit to be slaugh- 
tered in the courtyard. If he first slaughtered one inside and then 
slaughtered the other one outside he is exempt from liability for 
slaughtering the second, as he has already fulfilled his obligation 
with the first, thereby rendering the second one unfit for sacrifice. 
If he first slaughtered one outside and then slaughtered the other 
one inside he is liable for slaughtering the external animal outside 
the courtyard, as it was fit to be slaughtered inside, and the internal 
animal atones for the transgression for which the sin offering was 
brought. 


The mishna adds: In a case where one slaughtered both inside the 
courtyard, just as placing the blood of the first animal" exempts one 
who consumes its meat" from liability for misuse of consecrated 
property, so too, it exempts one who consumes the meat of its 
counterpart, the second animal, from liability. 


NOTES 


Just as placing the blood of the first exempts its meat, etc. - 
D1 AWA ny Wis maTo Dwa: Rashi explains that this statement 
of the mishna should not be understood as the continuation of 
the previous clause. The previous clause concerns a case in which 
the second sin offering was slaughtered outside the courtyard. 
Since it died without being appropriately slaughtered, it is obvi- 
ous that its meat is not subject to the prohibition of misuse of 
consecrated property (see Me’ila 2b). Rather, this statement is 
independent and concerns a case in which both animals are 
slaughtered inside the courtyard. In such a case, the placement 
of the blood of the first sin offering exempts one who consumes 
the meat of the other sin offering from liability for misuse of 


consecrated property. This is because by placing the blood of the 
first sin offering, the owner achieves atonement, and the halakha 
is that there is no liability for misuse of consecrated property in 
a case where benefit is derived from a sin offering whose owner 
has already achieved atonement through a different sin offering 
(see Me'ila 3a). 

Tosafot explain that this clause concerns a case where both 
sin offerings were slaughtered simultaneously. Since the two 
animals are viewed as one unit, the placement of the blood of 
one affects the other and exempts one who consumes the meat 
of either animal from liability for misuse of consecrated property 
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(see Rambam's Commentary on the Mishna and Tiferet Yisrael). 


G E M A The Gemara discusses the first clause of the 

mishna: Granted that one is liable in a case 
where he first placed the blood on an altar outside the courtyard 
and then placed the remaining blood on the altar inside the court- 
yard; that is because, as the mishna explains: As the blood in its 
entirety is fit to be placed inside the courtyard. But in a case where 
he first placed its blood on the altar inside the courtyard and then 
offered up the remaining blood on an altar outside the courtyard, 
why he is liable? That blood is merely a remainder, and one should 
not be liable for offering it up outside. 


The Gemara explains: In accordance with whose opinion is this 
mishna? It is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Nehemya," 
who says: For the remainder of the blood of an offering that was 
supposed to be poured at the base of the altar and that instead one 
sacrificed outside the courtyard, one is liable. 


It is Rabbi Nehemya — K7 mmama +37: From the Gemara’s discus- 
sion on the previous mishna it emerges that Rabbi Nehemya 
holds that the pouring of the remainder of the blood on the base 
of the altar is indispensable only with regard to the remainder 


NOTES 


of blood that was placed on the inner altar. Accordingly, some 
of the commentaries explain that this mishna should also be 
understood as referring specifically to offerings whose blood is 
placed on the inner altar. 
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The Gemara asks: If the mishna is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Nehemya, then say the latter clause: If one collected 
its blood in two cups and placed the blood from both of them 
on the altar inside the courtyard, he is exempt. If he placed the 
blood from both of them on an altar outside the courtyard, he 
is liable. If he first placed the blood from one cup inside and 
then placed the blood from the other one outside, he is exempt. 
By using the blood of the first cup to perform the mitzva of 
placing the blood on the altar, he thereby rendered the blood in 
the second cup a mere remainder. The Gemara asks: How can 
this clause be attributed to Rabbi Nehemya? But doesn’t Rabbi 
Nehemya say: For the remainder of the blood of an offering 
that one offered outside the courtyard, he is liable? 


The Gemara answers: In the latter clause we arrive at the opinion 
of the first tanna, who disagrees with Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi 
Shimon." As that tanna says: The placement of the blood from 
one cup renders the blood of the other cup as disqualified." 
Since it is actually disqualified and not merely a remainder, one 
is not liable for offering it up outside. 


§ The mishna presents an analogy for its ruling: To what is 
this matter comparable? It is comparable to a case where one 
separated an animal for his sin offering and it was lost, and he 
separated another animal in its place, and thereafter, the first 
animal was found. 


The Gemara asks: Why do I need to ask: To what is this matter 
comparable, and provide an analogy to the mishna’s rulings? 
What does the analogy add? The Gemara explains: In accordance 
with whose opinion is this mishna? It is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi" Yehuda HaNasi, who says (see Temura 22b): 
A sin offering that was lost during the time of the separation" 
of a substitute, if it is later found and one of them is slaughtered 
as the person’s sin offering, the other one is put to death. Accord- 
ingly, it is actually disqualified from being used as an offering, and 
one is therefore not liable for offering it up outside. 


NOTES 


In the latter clause we arrive at the opinion of the first tanna 
who disagrees with Rabbi Elazar son of Rabbi Shimon - x5°D 
jyaw na awhy DTAP xay INON: The latter clause discusses 
a case in which all the blood presentations were placed on the 
altar using blood from one cup. According to Rabbi Elazar, son 
of Rabbi Shimon, it is then a mitzva to pour the rest of the blood 
in that cup, as well as all of the blood in the other cup, on the 
base of the altar. The first tanna holds that through the use of the 
blood of one cup for the blood presentations, the blood in the 
other cup is rendered disqualified for use. Therefore, it may not 
even be poured on the base of the altar; rather, it must be poured 
away into the channel running through the Temple. 

Rashi had a different version of the Gemara’s text, according 
to which the first tanna, who disagrees with Rabbi Elazar, son of 
Rabbi Shimon, is actually Rabbi Nehemya. According to Rabbi 
Nehemya's opinion, with regard to the pouring of the blood on 
the base of the altar, it is only the blood in the cup from which 
the presentations were made that is indispensable to the validity 
of the offering. Therefore, one is liable for sacrificing only that 
blood outside the courtyard, but not the blood from the second 
cup. According to the standard version of the Gemara's text it 
appears that the first tanna and Rabbi Nehemya express two 
distinct opinions. 


Whose opinion is this? It is Rabbi, etc. — 131X971 a x: The 
mishna in Temura (22b) records a dispute between Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi and the Rabbis concerning a case in which a sin offering 
was lost and another was separated as a replacement. Accord- 
ing to the Rabbis, the only case in which one of the animals is 
put to death is a case where the one that was lost is found only 
after the replacement had already been sacrificed. If it is found 
beforehand, then the offering that was not sacrificed is left to 
graze until it develops a blemish. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi disagrees 
and holds that even if it is found before either one was sacrificed, 
once one of them is sacrificed the other is put to death. The 
rationale behind Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s opinion is that as soon 
as one of the sin offerings is sacrificed, the other is considered 
disqualified for use. 

The Gemara explains that the mishna here is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, and that is why it rules 
hat once one sin offering was appropriately sacrificed inside 
he Temple courtyard, a person is not liable if he sacrifices the 
second one outside the courtyard. By attributing this ruling to 
he opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, the Gemara highlights the 
act that one is exempt from liability for sacrificing an offering 
outside only if that offering was disqualified for use, but not in 
a case where it was merely unfit to the extent that it should be 
eft to graze. This serves to limit the scope of the mishna’s ruling 
concerning two cups, i.e., one is exempt only if the second cup 
of blood was rendered disqualified for use. 


HALAKHA 

One cup renders the blood of the other cup as dis- 
qualified - tanh nna MBiy Dia: If the blood of a sin 
offering was collected in four cups, then if all the pre- 
sentations were sprinkled from one cup, the remainder 
of blood in that cup must be poured on the base of the 
altar, whereas the blood in the other cups is poured into 
the channel running through the Temple. This is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of the first tanna, who disagrees 
with Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 2:21). 


A sin offering that was lost during the time of the 
separation - TWIST nywa MAK: With regard to one 
who separated an animal as a sin offering and it was 
lost, and he separated another animal as a sin offering 
and then the first one was found: If he selected one of 
the sin offerings and sacrificed it, the other is rendered 
unfit and it is put to death. If the person inquired as to 
which offering it is preferable to sacrifice, he should be 
told to sacrifice the one he separated first and allow the 
other to graze until it develops a blemish, at which point 
it should be sold and the proceeds used to purchase a 
voluntary offering. This is in accordance with the opinion 
of the Rabbis who disagree with Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, 
as explained by Rav Huna, citing Rav (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 4:3). 
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HALAKHA 


One separated two sin offerings as a guarantee - w37 
ny) nirun mw: One who separated two animals as sin 
offerings as a guarantee may sacrifice either one as his sin 
offering. The other animal is sent out to graze in the field 
until it develops a blemish, at which point it is sold and the 
proceeds used to purchase a voluntary offering (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 4:5). 


A guilt offering that was consigned to grazing - prav ow 
myth: If the owner of a guilt offering dies or achieves atone- 
ment through a different guilt offering, the animal is left to 
graze until it develops a blemish. If one instead slaughtered 
it as a burnt offering, it is valid. This is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rav Huna, citing Rav (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 4:15). 


NOTES 

A guilt offering that was consigned to grazing - praw ow 
myth: If the owner of a guilt offering dies or achieves atone- 
ment through a different guilt offering, the court consigns 
the animal to grazing until it develops a blemish, at which 
pointit is sold and the proceeds are used to purchase a burnt 
offering. At the point it was consigned, if one were to offer the 
animal itself as a burnt offering it would be valid. The Gemara 
(5b) notes that this is the halakha only if the court explicitly 
consigned the animal to grazing in order to eventually use it 
for the purchase of a burnt offering. The early commentaries 
discuss whether the requirement that the court be involved 
is by Torah law or rabbinic law (see commentaries to 5b). 


BACKGROUND 

Goat of the Nasi — ww vyw: The Torah refers to a case in 
which a Nasi commits a transgression (Leviticus 4:22). This is 
understood to refer to the transgression of a king. In order to 
atone for his sin, he does not bring a female goat or lamb like 
a commoner would; rather, he brings a young male goat. In 
all other respects, this sacrifice follows a procedure identical 
to that of the standard sin offering. 


292 ZEVAHIM: PEREK XIII‘ 112A ` 2p 473 pD 


XT AIBN NOYO TONG 2) 
= mynd nixon mw wai 
OT ay KIY wy xan 


I WANT 1 Vas NIT 1773) 
TP? PEM OVE DVS NNT 
syd we - onp tons 


ABE TDA BLO ONT PRTA 
37 79x fon Tap) nyn Dax 
ov) pews ena KYN 


abyom oniwa by pan 


And this is what the mishna is saying by presenting its analogy: The 
reason that one is exempt from liability for offering up the unused 
sin offering outside is that it was lost at the time its substitute was 
separated and therefore it is considered disqualified. But if one 
separated two sin offerings from the outset as a guarantee," so that 
even if one is lost he can use the other, then if neither is lost and he 
sacrifices one of them, the other one is not put to death. Rather, it 
is left to graze until it becomes blemished, at which point it is sold 
and the proceeds used to purchase a voluntary burnt offering. It 
emerges that from the outset, one of these two animals, i.e., the 
one that was not ultimately sacrificed as his sin offering, is a burnt 
offering, and therefore if one offers it up outside the courtyard he 
is liable. The analogy teaches that with regard to blood collected in 
two cups, if one offers up blood from the unused cup outside, he is 
exempt only because the blood in that cup is considered disqualified, 
but he would not be exempt if it was considered a remainder. 


And this is in accordance with the statement that Rav Huna says 
that Rav says, as Rav Huna says that Rav says: A guilt offering 
that was consigned to grazing" per the halakha to leave it to 
graze if its owner dies or achieves atonement through another guilt 
offering, and then instead of being left to develop a blemish, at 
which point it could be sold and the proceeds used to purchase a 
voluntary burnt offering, one slaughtered it, even with unspecified 
intent, the animal itself is fit to be sacrificed as a burnt offering. 
Similarly, the mishna assumes that in any case where an animal 
is consigned to grazing it is considered fit, and one would be liable 
for slaughtering it outside the courtyard. 


The Gemara asks: Are these cases comparable? There, in Rav’s 
ruling, it is logical that the animal is considered fit, as a guilt offering 
is a male animal and a burnt offering is a male animal, so it is pos- 
sible to bring an animal as the latter even if it had been designated 
as the former. Therefore, a guilt offering left to graze is still consid- 
ered fit. But in the mishna’s case, just because the animal is left to 
graze does not necessarily indicate that it itself is fit to be brought, 
as a sin offering is a female animal, which can never be brought as 
a burnt offering. Therefore, it should be considered unfit. Rav Hiyya 
from Yostiniyya said: The ruling of the mishna is with regard to 
the goat of the Nasi,® which is a male sin offering. Therefore, in a 
case where it is left to graze it is still considered fit, as it can be 
brought as a burnt offering. 
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This chapter discussed two distinct prohibitions: That of slaughtering an offering 
outside the Temple courtyard and that of offering up an offering by placing it upon 
an altar outside the Temple courtyard. Since they are considered two distinct pro- 
hibitions, one is liable even if he performs only one of them, and he is liable twice 
if he performs both. 


While the slaughter of an animal is a single act that can be performed only once on 
each animal, it is possible to offer up an animal in many parts. Therefore, the Gemara 
discussed when one would incur liability in such cases. According to its conclusion, 
one is liable separately for offering up each and every limb of an offering, but one is 
not liable separately for offering up one limb in many parts. 


A further distinction between slaughtering and offering up is that one is liable for 
slaughtering in any place, whereas in order for an act to be defined as offering up, 
the offering must be raised upon some type of sacrificial platform. This leads to the 
question of whether it is necessary to offer it up specifically on an altar or whether 
any high place will suffice. The Gemara concludes that in order to become liable one 
must use an altar, but the altar does not need to conform to all the requirements of 
the altar inside the Temple. 


A basic condition of liability for offering up outside the Temple is that the offering is 
fit to have been offered up inside the Temple. The Gemara expanded this to include 
offerings that were rendered unfit during the course of the Temple service. Even 
though it is prohibited to sacrifice such offerings, one is liable if he offers them up 
outside the Temple, since if they are placed, albeit unlawfully, upon the altar in the 
Temple, they are thereby rendered acceptable. Additionally, one is liable for offering 
up only those parts of the offering that were supposed to have been offered up on the 
Temple altar. Accordingly, while one is liable for offering up the sacrificial portions 
of an offering, he is not liable for offering up its meat, which should have been eaten 
by the priests or the owner of the offering. 


In order to be liable, it is not necessary to offer up the entire offering that would have 
been brought inside the Temple. Rather, one is liable even ifhe offers up an olive-bulk 
of the offering. This applies only in a case where the offering is still fit to be offered 
up inside. Therefore, if a lack in the quantity of the offering disqualifies it, one would 
no longer be liable for offering it up outside. 


This chapter also considered the application of these prohibitions to the slaughter 
and sacrifice of birds, and to the sacrifice of meal offerings and incense. 


These prohibitions applied only during the times when there was a fixed place for 
the Tabernacle, and subsequently, once the Temple was constructed. During these 
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periods, the use of any form of private altar was prohibited. Clearly, the prohibi- 
tions were not in effect during periods when the use of private altars was permitted. 
Therefore, one might have assumed that if an offering was consecrated during one of 
those periods, it would still be permitted to sacrifice that offering even once the use 
of private altars became prohibited. The Gemara derived that this is incorrect and 
that the prohibitions also apply to such offerings. 


Whether or not the prohibitions still apply nowadays depends on whether theoreti- 
cally it is still possible to sacrifice offerings today. That question depends primarily 
on whether the initial consecration of Jerusalem and the Temple area sanctified those 
areas only for their time, while the Temple stood, or whether it also sanctified them 
forever, even following the Temple’s destruction. If the areas are still consecrated, 
then it is theoretically still possible to construct an altar there and bring offerings 
upon it. Accordingly, the prohibition against offering up offerings in a different loca- 
tion would remain in effect. 
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You shall not do all that we do here this day, every man whatsoever is 
fitting in his own eyes. For you have not as yet come to the rest and to 
the inheritance, which the Lord your God has given you. But when you 
go over the Jordan, and dwell in the land that the Lord your God causes 
you to inherit, and He gives you rest from all your enemies round about, 
so that you dwell in safety. Then it shall come to pass that the place 
that the Lord your God shall choose to cause His name to dwell there, 
there you shall bring all that I command you: Your burnt offerings, and 
your sacrifices, your tithes, and the offering of your hand, and all your 
choice vow offerings that you vow to the Lord. And you shall rejoice 
before the Lord your God, you, and your sons, and your daughters, 
and your slaves, and your maidservants, and the Levite who is within 
your gates, as he has no portion or inheritance with you. Take heed to 
yourself that you do not offer your burnt offerings in every place that 
you see. But in the place that the Lord shall choose in one of your tribes, 
there you shall offer your burnt offerings, and there you shall do all 
that I command you. 

(Deuteronomy 12:8-14) 


The major issues with regard to the prohibitions against slaughtering and sacrific- 
ing offerings outside the Temple courtyard were discussed in the previous chapter. 
Several outstanding matters remain to be clarified, particularly those cases where the 
prohibitions do not apply, either entirely or in part. 


This chapter can be divided into two main parts. In the first, the Gemara discusses 
sacrificial animals that are not classified as offerings or which suffer from a funda- 
mental disqualification that prevents them from being sacrificed in the Temple, either 
permanently or temporarily. Consequently, one is not punished for sacrificing these 
animals outside the Temple. 


It is therefore necessary to define precisely which offerings are unfit for sacrifice on 
the altar because of their disqualification. In this regard, one must also clarify the 
status of offerings that were initially fit for sacrifice but which were disqualified after 
they were consecrated. The same applies to the reverse case of offerings that are 
currently disqualified but will later be fit for sacrifice due to forthcoming changes 
in the animal or its owner. Even in the case of an offering for which one is not liable 
either to receive karet if he intentionally sacrificed it outside the Temple or to bring 
a sin offering if he did so unwittingly, it must be established whether he is entirely 
exempt or if he has violated a prohibition by Torah law. 


The second section of the chapter primarily involves defining those periods in history 
in which the prohibition against sacrificing offerings outside the Temple was in effect, 
an issue that was only touched upon in the previous chapter. The verses indicate that 
this prohibition applies only when the Temple is standing. During times when there 
was no Temple it was permitted to sacrifice offerings on private altars. It is therefore 
necessary to determine which offerings may be sacrificed on these altars and how 
the service at private altars was performed. 


Clarifying the details of these issues and various other related matters is the central 
focus of this chapter. 
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MI S HN A With regard to the red heifer of purifica- 


tion™ that one burned" outside its pit, the 
pit being an excavation on the Mount of Olives opposite the 
entrance to the Sanctuary designated for its slaughter and its burn- 
ing, and likewise the scapegoat that one sacrificed outside the 
Temple courtyard rather than casting it off a cliff as prescribed, 
he is exempt from punishment for violating the transgression of 
slaughtering and sacrificing outside the Temple courtyard. 


The source for this is as it is stated with regard to slaughter of 
sacrificial animals outside the courtyard: “Whatever man...that 
slaughters outside the camp, and to the entrance of the Tent of 
Meeting he did not bring it, to present it as an offering to the Lord 
before the Tabernacle of the Lord” (Leviticus 17:3-4). From that 
verse it is derived: For any offering that is not fit to come to the 
entrance of the Tent of Meeting for sacrifice on the altar, e.g., the 
red heifer and the scapegoat, one is not liable for its slaughter and 
sacrifice outside its place. 


With regard to an animal that actively copulated with a person, or 
an animal that was the object of bestiality, or an animal that was 
set aside for idol worship, or an animal that was worshipped as a 
deity, or an animal given as the price of a dog that was purchased, 
or an animal that was given as payment to a prostitute, or an animal 
born of a mixture of diverse kinds, or an animal with a wound 
that will cause it to die within twelve months [tereifa], or an 
animal born by caesarean section, any of which one sacrificed 
outside the Temple courtyard, he is exempt." 


The source for this is as it is stated: “And to the entrance of the Tent 
of Meeting he did not bring it to present it as an offering to the Lord 
before the Tabernacle of the Lord.” From this verse, it is derived: 
For any animal that is not fit to come to the entrance of the Tent 
of Meeting" for sacrifice on the altar, one is not liable for its 
slaughter and sacrifice outside the courtyard. 


For blemished animals, whether they are permanently blemished 
or whether they are 


Red heifer of purification — nxwn ms: If a red heifer was burned 
outside the location designated for its burning, or a scapegoat was 
sacrificed outside the Temple courtyard after it had been confessed 
upon, one is exempt, as it is stated: “And has not brought it to the 
entrance of the Tent of Meeting” (Leviticus 17:4). From here it is 
derived that if the animal is not fit to be brought to the Tent of 
Meeting one is not liable for slaughtering it outside the Temple 
courtyard (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 18:0, 
19:7). 


That one burned - 7a: According to some commentaries, 
including Rashi, this should read: That one slaughtered. This would 
accord with the verse cited as proof for this halakha, which is taken 
from the Torah’s discussion of animals slaughtered outside the 
courtyard. The Rambam places this halakha in the context of the 
halakhot pertaining to the burning of offerings, and cites as proof 
the verse: “And to the entrance of the Tent of Meeting he did not 
bring it” (Leviticus 17:4), which appears in that context as well. In 
any event, with regard to the discussion in the mishna, the halakha 
of slaughter is equivalent to that of sacrifice. 


With regard to an animal that copulated with a person. ..which 
one sacrificed outside the Temple courtyard, he is exempt — 
1wa YIN JI WPAW...vaiIT: One is liable for slaughtering an offering 
outside the Temple courtyard only if that animal was fit to be 
sacrificed upon the altar. If one slaughtered an animal that it is 
prohibited to sacrifice upon the altar, or a sin offering that is left 
to die, he is exempt, as it is stated: “Before the Tabernacle of the 
Lord” (Leviticus 17:4). This indicates that if an animal is not fit to 
be brought to the Tabernacle one is not liable for slaughtering 
it outside the courtyard (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HakKorbanot 18:6). 


For any animal that is not fit to come to the entrance of the 
Tent of Meeting - ’7t yawn 1299 KI) cr prsw ba: In this context, 
the term: Not fit, does not refer to an offering that is inherently 
not brought to the entrance of the Tent of Meeting, e.g., a red 
heifer or a scapegoat, but to an animal that is disqualified from 
serving as an offering due to its unseemliness (Rabbeinu Hananel). 
According to Rashi, the emphasis is upon the words: “To present 
it as an offering to the Lord before the Tabernacle of the Lord.” If 
a consecrated animal that is, in principle, fit to be brought to the 
Temple, becomes disqualified and can no longer be sacrificed, one 
who slaughters it outside the courtyard is not liable. 


Red heifer of purification - nxwn ms: Purification 
from ritual impurity imparted by a corpse is achieved 

by means of water mixed with the ashes of a red heifer 

(see Numbers, chapter 19). This heifer and all of its hairs 

must be entirely red; even two black hairs disqualify it 

for this ritual. Similarly, it may not have any blemishes, 
nor may it have been used for any labor. 

The red heifer was slaughtered on the Mount of 
Olives outside Jerusalem, and its blood was sprinkled 
seven times in the direction of the Temple. Its body 
was then burned on a special pyre, to which cedar 
wood, hyssop, and crimson wool were added. After- 
ward, the ashes from this pyre were gathered and 
mixed in a vessel with water drawn from a spring. 
Three hyssop branches were dipped in the water, 
which was then sprinkled on the impure person, on 
the third and seventh days of their impurity. A single 
drop from the mixture that lands anywhere on the 
person's body suffices to purify him. 


Grinding the charred remains of the red heifer into ash 
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BACKGROUND 


Itself and its offspring — i33 ng) ini: The Torah prohibits 
the slaughter of a mother animal and its young on the 
same day, as it is stated: “You shall not slaughter it and its 
offspring both in one day” (Leviticus 22:28). Although in the 
Torah “it and its offspring” uses masculine pronouns, the 
Sages ruled that the essential prohibition refers to a mother 
animal and any of its offspring, whether male or female. In 
addition, some opinions extend the prohibition to a father 
animal and its offspring in cases where the paternity of 
he animal is clear. 
With regard to the order of the animals slaughtered, the 
halakhais that it is irrelevant whether the mother animal or 
he offspring is slaughtered first. With regard to the defini- 
ion of the term “slaughter” used in the verse, the Sages 
disagreed as to whether the prohibition applies only when 
he animals are ritually slaughtered and rendered fit for 
consumption, or whether slaughter that does not render 
he animal fit for consumption, such as when it is a tereifa, 
is also included. 


Whose time has not yet arrived — at Wma: This term 
refers to an offering that may not be sacrificed because its 
time to be sacrificed has not yet arrived. Usually this term 
is applied to an animal that is not yet eight days old (see 
Leviticus 22:27). 


NOTES 

A zav and a zava - mam) arm: Although the mishna does 
not differentiate, there are in fact differences in the offer- 
ings brought by each person listed here. A zav, a zava, a 
woman after childbirth, and a leper each bring a sin offer- 
ing and a burnt offering, and the leper brings a guilt offer- 
ing as well. The peace offering that is mentioned alludes 
to the case of a nazirite, who must bring a sin offering, a 
burnt offering, and a peace offering at the end of his term 
of naziriteship. 
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Temporarily blemished animals...doves whose time of 
fitness has not yet arrived - xb Dyin... piy pow bya 
12a 4377: If one slaughters outside the Temple courtyard an 
animal whose time has not yet arrived because it is intrinsically 
lacking, e.g. a dove whose time of fitness has not yet arrived 
or an animal within seven days of its birth, or if he slaugh- 
ters outside the Temple courtyard an animal and its offspring 
on the same day, he is exempt, as these animals were not fit 
for sacrifice at that time. This ruling is in accordance with the 
opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HaKorbanot 18:7-8). 
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HALAKHA 


temporarily blemished, which one sacrificed outside the Temple 
courtyard, one is exempt. Rabbi Shimon says: For permanently 
blemished animals one is exempt; for temporarily blemished 
animals one is liable for violation of a prohibition, but it is not 
the type of prohibition for which he will receive karet, because 
ultimately the animal will be fit for sacrifice. 


With regard to doves whose time of fitness for sacrifice has not 
arrived," as they are fit for sacrifice only when they are older, 
after their wings assume a golden hue; and pigeons whose time 
of fitness has passed, as they are fit only when they are young and 
their wings did not yet assume a yellowish tint, that one sacrificed 
outside the Temple courtyard, he is exempt. Rabbi Shimon says: 
For pigeons whose time of fitness has passed one is exempt, and 
for doves whose time of fitness has not yet arrived he is in violation 
of a prohibition. 


With regard to an animal itself and its offspring® that were 
slaughtered on the same day, where one violates a prohibition 
for slaughtering the second, and an animal whose time has not 
yet arrived,’ if one sacrificed it outside the Temple courtyard he is 
exempt. Rabbi Shimon says: For an animal whose time has not yet 
arrived, that person is in violation of a mere prohibition, as Rabbi 
Shimon says: With regard to any sacrificial animal that is fit to 
come and be sacrificed after the passage of time, if one sacrificed it 
outside the courtyard, that person is in violation of a prohibition 
but there is no liability for karet. And the Rabbis say: In any case 
in which there is no liability for karet there is no violation of a 
prohibition. 


The mishna adds: An animal is defined as one whose time has not 
yet arrived, whether it is intrinsically premature, e.g., doves whose 
wings have not yet assumed a golden hue or an animal less than 
seven days old (see Leviticus 22:27), or whether it is premature for 
its owner. 


Which is the animal whose time has not yet arrived because it 
is premature for its owner?" It is the animal of a man who experi- 
ences a gonorrhea-like discharge [zav], and a woman who 
experiences a discharge of uterine blood after her menstrual 
period [zava]," and a woman after childbirth, and a leper whose 
period of impurity is not yet complete, where these owners, who 
are ritually impure, sacrificed their sin offerings or guilt offerings 
outside the Temple courtyard. In this case they are exempt, as they 
are neither obligated nor permitted to bring those offerings. But if 
they sacrificed their burnt offerings or their peace offerings out- 
side the courtyard they are liable, as those offerings may be brought 
as gift offerings even if their owner is ritually impure. 


The animal whose time has not yet arrived because it is 
premature for its owner — voyaa yar wanna: If one slaughters 
outside the Temple courtyard an animal whose time has not 
yet arrived because it is premature for the owner, he is exempt. 
It is considered premature for the owner if his time to bring 
his offering has not yet arrived. Therefore, a zav, a zava, and 
a woman after childbirth who slaughtered their sin offerings 
outside the Temple courtyard during their days of counting are 
exempt. Likewise, a leper who slaughters his sin offering or guilt 
offering outside the Temple courtyard during the days of count- 
ing is exempt. The reason is that none of the aforementioned 


individuals is fit to bring an offering for atonement at that time. 
But if they slaughtered their burnt offerings outside the Temple 
courtyard during their days of counting, they are liable. This is 
because unlike the sin offering or guilt offering, which facilitate 
atonement, the burnt offering is a gift offering. 

Likewise, if a nazirite slaughtered his sin offering outside the 
Temple courtyard during his term of naziriteship, he is exempt, 
since the sin offering is the primary offering and is necessary 
to achieve full atonement. But if he sacrificed a burnt offering 
or peace offering outside the Temple courtyard he is liable 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 18:9). 
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One who offers up outside the Temple courtyard a portion of 
the meat of a sin offering" that is eaten; of the meat of a guilt 
offering; of the meat of other offerings of the most sacred order 
that are eaten, e.g. the sheep sacrificed on the festival of Shavuot, 
or of the meat of offerings of lesser sanctity, is exempt, as all 
these are eaten by the priests and not sacrificed on the altar. And 
for the same reason, one who sacrificed a portion of the surplus 
of the omer offering, a measure of barley brought as a communal 
offering on the sixteenth of the Hebrew month of Nisan, after the 
handful was removed; or the two loaves, i.e., the public offering 
on Shavuot of two loaves from the new wheat; or the shewbread 
arranged on the Table each Shabbat in the Sanctuary; or the 
remainder of meal offerings, is also exempt. 


And likewise with regard to one who pours oil onto a meal 
offering; and one who breaks" the loaves of a meal offering into 
pieces; and one who mixes oil into the flour of a meal offering;" 
and one who salts a meal offering or other offerings; and one 
who waves a meal offering; and one who brings a meal offering 
to the corner ofan altar,’ if he performs these actions outside the 
courtyard; and one who arranges shewbread on the table out- 
side the Sanctuary; and one who removes the ashes from the 
lamps of the Candelabrum;" and one who removes a handful 
from a meal offering; and one who collects the blood of an offer- 
ing in a vessel, if he did so outside the Temple courtyard: In all 
of these cases he is exempt. This is because one is liable only if 
he performs an action similar to sacrifice that completes the sac- 
rificial service, while all of these actions are ones that are normally 
followed by additional sacrificial rites. 


And one is likewise not liable for any of these actions, neither 

due to the prohibition against a non-priest™ performing the 

Temple service, nor due to the prohibition against performing 

the Temple service in a state of ritual impurity," nor due to the 

prohibition against a priest lacking the requisite priestly vest- 
ments while performing the Temple service, nor due to the pro- 
hibition against performing the Temple service without washing 
one’s hands and feet. 


One who pours oil onto a meal offering. ..one who mixes oil 
into the flour of a meal offering —bbian...pyia: The sacrificial 
rites listed here are not concluding rites, and one is not liable 
for performing a rite outside its place unless it is the conclud- 
ing rite of the sacrificial service. The rite for which one is liable 
must be akin to sacrificing on the altar, sprinkling the blood, 
or sacrificing the handful of a meal offering, as noted in the 
previous chapter. Similarly, a non-priest who performs any of 
these rites is not liable to receive death at the hand of Heaven, 
since for that purpose only a concluding rite is defined as a 
rite (see Yoma 24a). 


Pouring oil on a meal offering 


And one who removes the ashes from the lamps of the 
Candelabrum — nisan ny Ayam: The same halakha applies 
to one who performs any of the rites associated with the Can- 
delabrum. Even lighting it, which ostensibly is the concluding 
rite, does not engender liability, as it is not deemed a bona fide 
rite (Tosafot on Sanhedrin 82b, citing Yoma 24b). 


One is not liable... neither due to a non-priest — ...)'29M px 
mown x: Rashi explains that this statement applies not 
only to one who performs the listed rites, such as pouring and 
mixing oil, but also to one who sacrifices meat of a sin offering 
or the like, as a non-priest is not liable for burning items that 
are not fit to be burned. 


Nor due to ritual impurity — Axa own xn: A priest who 
performs the Temple service while ritually impure has a status 
identical to that of anon-priest who performs the service: Both 
prohibitions are derived from the same verse (Leviticus 22:2; 
see 15b). Moreover, a priest who performs the service while 
lacking the requisite priestly vestments also has the status of a 
non-priest (see 17b). This is derived by means of a verbal anal- 
ogy that the same applies to a priest who performs the service 
without first washing his hands and feet. A priest who violates 
these halakhotis liable for desecrating his service, and receives 
the punishment of death at the hand of Heaven (Rashi). 


One who offers up a portion of the meat of a sin offering - 
nyn warn mya: If one sacrifices outside the Temple 
courtyard a portion of the meat of a sin offering, a guilt offer- 
ing, or a peace offering, whether it is a peace offering of an 
individual or a communal peace offering, or if he sacrifices 
the remainder of a meal offering, or the two loaves brought 
on the festival of Shavuot, or the shewbread, he is exempt, as 
these are all intended to be eaten, not sacrificed (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 19:4). 


One who pours and one who breaks — nism pyiry: One 
who does any of the following outside the Temple courtyard 
is exempt: Pours oil onto a meal offering, breaks the loaves of 
a meal offering into pieces, mixes oil into the flour of a meal 
offering, salts a meal offering or other offerings, waves a meal 
offering, brings a meal offering to the corner of an altar that 
he constructs outside the courtyard, removes the ashes from 
the lamps of the Candelabrum, removes a handful from a 
meal offering, or collects the blood of an offering in a vessel. 
This also applies to one who arranges the shewbread on the 
table outside the Sanctuary. For all these rites, the reason he 
is exempt is that none of these completes a sacrificial service 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 19:6). 


One is not liable...due to the prohibition against a non- 
priest — mit DW...» pre: If a non-priest performs any 
of the following rites he violates a prohibition, he is liable 
to receives lashes, and his service is disqualified, but he is 
not liable to receive death at the hand of Heaven: Pours oil 
onto the meal offering, breaks the loaves of the meal offering 
into pieces, mixes the oil into the flour of the meal offering, 
salts the meal offering or other offerings, waves the meal 
offering, brings the meal offering to the corner of an altar, 
arranges the shewbread or the bowls of frankincense on the 
Table, removes the ashes from the lamps of the Candelabrum, 
kindles the fire on the altar, removes a handful from a meal 
offering, or collects the blood of an offering in a vessel (Ram- 
bam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 9:5). 


Nor due to ritual impurity — 7xaw OWN xy: If a priest 
who is impure or blemished or who did not wash his hands 
and feet performed the Temple service, he is liable only if he 
performed a rite that, if performed by a non-priest, would 
incur death at the hand of Heaven. For other rites he is in 
violation of an ordinary prohibition (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 9:10). 


One who brings a meal offering to the corner of an altar - 
wx: Bringing refers to a ritual involved in the sacrifice of 
most meal offerings in the Temple. The priests were required 

to carry the offering in their hands and to bring it to the corner 
of the altar. This is performed before the priest takes a handful 

of the meal offering. 


Bringing a meal offering to the corner of the altar 
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NOTES 


Private altars [bamot] - nina: The term bama, which 
also means platform, refers to a place higher than its 
surroundings. These places were often used for sac- 
rificing offerings. The word is used to describe all of 
the places that sacrifices were brought outside of the 
Temple (see | Kings 3:2). 


Sacrificial service was performed by the firstborn — 
ninia TTia: Initially the Torah states: “Sanctify to Me 
every firstborn” (Exodus 13:2). Subsequently, Aaron and 
his sons were inaugurated into the priesthood with the 
establishment of the Tabernacle, as it is written: “And 
| have taken the Levites from among the children of 
Israel instead of every firstborn that opens the womb 
among the children of Israel; and the Levites shall be 
Mine” (Numbers 3:12). The Sages explain that as a conse- 
quence of the firstborns having worshipped the golden 
calf, the right to perform the service in the Tabernacle 
was taken from them and given to the priests (see 
Jerusalem Talmud, Megilla 1:13). A dissenting opinion 
with regard to this matter is cited in the Gemara (115b). 


When they arrived at Gilgal — bbb awa: This is where 
the Jewish people encamped upon their arrival in Eretz 
Yisrael, and where the Tabernacle stood for fourteen 
years (see 118a). The Tabernacle in Gilgal also had a 
courtyard enclosed with curtains, as the mishna states: 
Offerings of the most sacred order were then eaten 
within the curtains. 

There was no prohibition against sacrificing out- 
side the Tabernacle at that time, as the prohibition is 
predicated upon the existence of an Israelite camp, as 
derived from the verse: “Whatever man of the house 
of Israel that kills an ox, or lamb, or goat, in the camp” 
(Leviticus 17:3). There was no Israelite camp during the 
period of Gilgal because the nation was engaged in 
conquering and settling Eretz Yisrael. For the same rea- 
son, offerings of lesser sanctity, which generally are to 
be eaten in the Israelite camp, could be eaten anywhere 
(Rambam’s Commentary on the Mishna; see Rashi). 

The Tosefta (13:18) indicates that since at the time of 
he conquest of Eretz Yisrael the Ark traveled before the 
people and was not permanently located in the Tent of 
eeting, the Tabernacle did not have the status of the 
Tabernacle of the Lord, but of a great public altar (see 
Ramban on Deuteronomy 10:1; 117b; Jerusalem Talmud, 
Megilla 1:12; and Meshekh Hokhma on Deuteronomy 
12:8). 


Map showing Jerusalem, Nov, Gibeon, and Shiloh, with the ancient 
north-south highway 
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Until the Tabernacle was established, private altars" were per- 
mitted and the sacrificial service was performed by the firstborn." 
And from the time that the Tabernacle was established, private 
altars were prohibited and the sacrificial service was performed 
by the priests. Offerings of the most sacred order were then 
eaten within the curtains surrounding the courtyard of the Tab- 
ernacle in the wilderness and offerings of lesser sanctity were 
eaten throughout the camp of Israel. When the Jewish people 
arrived at Gilgal" private altars were permitted, offerings of the 
most sacred order were then eaten within the curtains, and 
offerings of lesser sanctity were eaten anywhere. 


When they arrived at Shiloh," private altars were prohibited. 
And there was no roof of wood or stone there, i.e., in the Taber- 
nacle in Shiloh; rather there was only a building of stone below 
and the curtains of the roof of the Tabernacle were spread above 

it. And the period that the Tabernacle was in Shiloh was character- 
ized in the Torah as “rest” in the verse: “For you have not as yet 
come to the rest and to the inheritance, which the Lord your God 

has given you” (Deuteronomy 12:9). Offerings of the most sacred 

order were then eaten within the curtains in the courtyard of 
the Tent of Meeting, and offerings of lesser sanctity and second 

tithe were eaten in any place that overlooks Shiloh." 


When Shiloh was destroyed (see 1 Samuel 4:18), the Jewish people 
arrived with the Tabernacle at Nov, and later at Gibeon, and 
private altars were permitted.’ Offerings of the most sacred 
order were then eaten within the curtains in the courtyard of 
the Tent of Meeting, and offerings of lesser sanctity were eaten 
in all the cities of Eretz Yisrael." 


NOTES 


When they arrived at Shiloh - tow) xa: After describing the 
conquest and division of the land, the verse states: “And the whole 
congregation of the children of Israel assembled 
‘ogether at Shiloh, and set up the Tent of Meeting there; and 
he land was subdued before them” (Joshua 18:1). 
hat the Ark was located on a permanent basis and the Divine 
Presence was manifest for 369 years, until the death of Eli the 


Priest (see | Samuel 3:3). 


The Tabernacle in Shiloh was not the portable one that had 
been utilized in the wilderness; it is referred to as “the house of the 
Lord” (| Samuel 1:24) and “Temple” (| Samuel 3:3), and it had doors. 
twas still called “Tent of Meeting” (| Samuel 2:22) and “Tabernacle, 
e.g., “And He forsook the Tabernacle of Shiloh, the tent that He 


Offerings of lesser sanctity and second tithe were eaten in any 
place that overlooks Shiloh — mina boa aw wy Dyp DWT: 
Second tithe was not mentioned in the context of Gilgal; there 
was no obligation to bring it until Eretz Yisrael was conquered 
and divided, which took place immediately before the period 
of Shiloh. 


hemselves 


was there 


They arrived at Nov and Gibeon, and private altars were per- 
mitted - ninan nT pya ab axa: When the Ark of the Lord 
was captured by the Philistines and Eli the Priest died (see | Samuel 
4:22), the Tabernacle was destroyed and the Divine Presence did 
not return to it, as the verse states: “And He forsook the Tabernacle 
of Shiloh” (Psalms 78:60; see Jeremiah 7:12). The Tabernacle was 
subsequently located in the priestly city of Nov. Yet the Ark was 


had made to dwell among men” (Psalms 78:60). Shiloh is located 
in the hills of Samaria, north of Jerusalem, and archaeological 
excavations have been undertaken there in recent years. 


Tel Shiloh and the surrounding hills 
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not there but in Kiriath Jearim, and later in the City of David (see 
| Samuel 7:1; | Samuel, chapter 6). After Saul wiped out the priests 
of Nov (see | Samuel, chapter 22), the verse mentions the great 
public altar in Gibeon, which was the location of the Tabernacle 
during the reign of King David (see | Chronicles 16:39; 11 Chronicles 
2:4), and to which Solomon traveled from Jerusalem to sacrifice his 
offerings (I Kings 3:4; see 59a). During this period offerings were 
sacrificed at other locations as well (see 11 Samuel, chapter 6). 

The Sages identify a source for the permitting of private altars 
during this period in the Torah’s specifying only “rest,” i.e., Shi- 
oh, and “inheritance,” i.e., Jerusalem, which allows for a period 
between Shiloh and Jerusalem during which private altars were 
permitted. Additionally, private altars were permitted because 
he Ark was not located in the Tabernacle during this period (see 
erusalem Talmud, Megilla 1:12). 


Offerings of lesser sanctity were eaten in all the cities of Eretz 
Yisrael — Sew wy boa mp Dw: According to the version of 
he mishna utilized by Rashi and the Rambam, this should read: 
Offerings of lesser sanctity and second tithe were eaten in all the 
cities of Eretz Yisrael (see 119a). 
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When the Jewish people arrived at Jerusalem and built the Temple 
during the reign of Solomon, private altars were prohibited," and 
private altars did not have a subsequent period when they were 
permitted. And the Temple in Jerusalem was characterized as 
“inheritance” in the verse: “For you have not as yet come to the 
rest and to the inheritance, which the Lord your God has given 
you.” Offerings of the most sacred order were then eaten within 
the curtains," i.e., in the Temple courtyard, and offerings of 
lesser sanctity and second tithe were eaten within the walls of 
the city, whose legal status was that of the Israelite camp in the 
wilderness. 


With regard to all offerings that one consecrated during a period 
of prohibition of private altars and sacrificed during a period of 
prohibition of private altars, if he sacrificed them outside their 
designated area, for these animals he is in violation of both the 
positive mitzva to sacrifice the offering in the place chosen by God 
and the prohibition against sacrificing them on a private altar, and 
he is liable to receive karet for doing it." 


If one consecrated the animals during a period of permitting of 
private altars and sacrificed them during a period of prohibition 
of private altars, outside their designated area, for these animals 
he is in violation of a positive mitzva and a prohibition, but he is 
not liable to receive karet for sacrificing them. If he consecrated 
the animals during a period of prohibition of private altars and 
sacrificed them during a period of permitting of private altars, 
outside their designated area, for these animals he is in violation of 
a positive mitzva™ for failure to bring it to the Tabernacle, but 
these animals are not subject to a prohibition, as it is permitted 
to sacrifice on a private altar. 


And these are the sacrificial items that are sacrificed only in the 
Tabernacle even when private altars are permitted: Sacrificial ani- 
mals that were presumed to be consecrated for sacrifice in the 
Tabernacle. Therefore, communal offerings are sacrificed in the 
Tabernacle, but offerings of an individual may be sacrificed on a 
private altar. In addition, with regard to offerings of an individual 
that were consecrated expressly for sacrifice in the Tabernacle, 
one must sacrifice them in the Tabernacle. But if he sacrificed 
them on a private altar, he is exempt. 


And what is the difference between the private altar of an indi- 
vidual and the public altar at the site of the Tabernacle when it was 

located in Gilgal, Nov, and Gibeon? It is that on a private altar there 

is no placing of hands on the head of an offering, no slaughter 

in the north, 


NOTES 


HALAKHA 


When they arrived at Jerusalem private altars were 
prohibited - ninan nog Dyw wa: After the Temple 
was built in Jerusalem, it was prohibited to build a house 
for the Lord or to sacrifice offerings in any other place 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 1:3). 


Offerings of the most sacred order were eaten within 
the curtains — orypa ya 0259 pboxy owsp wap: Offer- 
ings of the most sacred order are eaten in the Temple 
courtyard. Offerings of lesser sanctity are eaten in the 
Israelite camp, which, once the Temple was built, cor- 
responded to the city of Jerusalem. Second tithe is also 
eaten in Jerusalem (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
Hakorbanot 10:3, 5 and Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot Ma‘aser Sheni 
2:1; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 331:132). 


He is in violation of a positive mitzva - mwya by Y: 
There is a positive mitzva to sacrifice all offerings, whether 
animals, birds, or meal offerings, in the Temple, as it is 
stated: “And there you shall do all that | command you" 
(Deuteronomy 12:14). One who sacrifices an offering out- 
side the Temple courtyard has violated both this positive 
mitzva and a prohibition, as it is stated: “Take heed to 
yourself that you offer not your burnt offerings in every 
place that you see” (Deuteronomy 12:13). One who did so 
intentionally is liable to receive karet, as it is stated: “And 
you shall say to them: Whatever man there is of the house 
of Israel, or of the strangers that sojourn among them, 
that offers a burnt offering or sacrifice and brings it not 
to the entrance of the Tent of Meeting, to sacrifice it to 
the Lord, that man shall be cut off from his people” (Leviti- 
cus 17:8-9). If it was done unintentionally, one brings a 
sin offering (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKor- 
banot 18:1-2). 


And the Temple was characterized as inheritance - Xm 
mn mina: It was characterized in this way because its sanctity 
is permanent and eternal, like an inheritance. The reason is 
that once God chose to dwell permanently in Jerusalem, the 
Divine presence does not leave the city, as it is stated in Psalms 
94:14: “Neither will He forsake His inheritance” (Rambam’s Com- 
mentary on the Mishna). This sanctity is no longer dependent 
on the presence of the Ark, as it had been previously. Indeed, 
it is generally accepted that during the Second Temple period 
the Ark was not present in the Holy of Holies (see Yoma 21b 
and Horayot 12a). 


Within the curtains - oybpa n m39: This means within the 
walls of the Temple courtyard (Rambam’s Commentary on the 
Mishna). The walls are called curtains in this context either 
because at the time of the return to Eretz Yisrael, before the 
walls were built, curtains were made for the Temple and its 
courtyard (see 107b), or because the walls of the courtyard were 
named after the curtains of the courtyard of the Tabernacle 
(Tiferet Yisrael). 


Violation of the positive mitzva and the prohibition, and he 
is liable to receive karet for it — mp voy parm neyn xb ney: 
Rashi explains that the source of the positive mitzva is: “That 
they may bring them to the Lord, to the entrance of the Tent 
of Meeting” (Leviticus 17:5), while the Rambam states that it is 
the verse: “Then it shall come to pass that the place that the 
Lord your God shall choose to cause His name to dwell there, 
there shall you bring all that | command you” (Deuteronomy 
12:11). Rabbi Ovadya Bartenura explains that the positive mitzva 
is essentially a prohibition against sacrificing on private altars, 
but there is a principle that a prohibition that is inferred from a 
positive mitzva is classified as a positive mitzva. The prohibition 
in this case is: “Take heed to yourself that you offer not your 
burnt offerings in every place that you see” (Deuteronomy 
12:13), as the term “take heed” denotes a prohibition (see 106a). 
The liability to receive karet is derived from the verse: “Whatever 
man of the house of Israel or of the strangers that sojourn 
among them, that sacrifices a burnt offering or sacrifice, and 
brings it not to the entrance of the Tent of Meeting, to sacrifice 
it to the Lord, that man shall be cut off [venikhrat] from his 
people” (Leviticus 17:8-9). 


If he consecrated them during a period of prohibition of 
private altars...he is in violation of a positive mitzva — 
noya by 177... WOK NYwa ptp: Rashi explains that by not 
bringing the offerings at the time that private altars were pro- 
hibited, he is in violation of the positive mitzva: “That they may 
bring them” (Leviticus 17:5). The Sefat Emet notes that if this was, 
in fact, the intention of the mishna it would be unnecessary 
to state that he sacrificed it during a period of permitting of 
private altars. He therefore suggests that this offering must be 
sacrificed upon a great public altar, and only if it was sacrificed 
upon a small private altar is one in violation of the positive 
mitzva. This is also the ruling in the Tosefta (see Rashash). 
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NOTES 


Placement around all sides of the altar - 239 may: 
This refers to that which is stated with regard to the 
burnt offering: “And sprinkle the blood roundabout 
against the altar” (Leviticus 1:5). According to the 
Sages, this means that the blood was sprinkled on 
the northeast and southwest corners of the altar, so 
that the blood would be sprinkled on all four sides 
of the altar (see 53b). On a small private altar, one 
sprinkles the blood onto the altar only one time. 


Pleasing aroma — mim) my: The Sages understand 
that the Torah’s description of offerings as producing 
a “pleasing aroma” mandates that only flesh that has 
not yet been roasted may be sacrificed upon the 
altar, as flesh that has already been roasted does not 
produce a pleasing aroma. The mishna teaches that 
his does not apply on a private altar; flesh that has 
been roasted, and therefore does not emit a pleas- 
ing aroma, may be sacrificed ab initio (Rabbi Ovadya 
Bartenura). 


The time — pati: Rabbeinu Hananel explains that 
he term: Time, refers here to the age of the offering. 
Animal offerings are fit to be sacrificed only from 
he eighth day and on, and young doves and older 
pigeons are not fit to be sacrificed. 


What is the meaning of outside its pit - yim »x 
aman: The Gemara is asking: Which place would 
disqualify the red heifer if the rite were performed 
there instead of in the pit, and therefore would have 
thought that liability is incurred for slaughtering 
it outside the Temple? The reasoning behind this 
question is that everyone agrees that the rite of the 
red heifer was performed in a pit, as is explained in 
tractate Para (4:2), but the pit is not mentioned in the 
Torah. It is therefore necessary to clarify the precise 
nature of the pit. It appears from the discussion here 
that the version of the mishna utilized by the Gemara 
reads: That one slaughtered outside its pit, as Rashi 
emended the text of the mishna, and not: That one 
burned outside its pit. 
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no placement of blood around all sides of the altar" in offerings for 
which this is required, no waving of meal offerings, and no bringing 

of meal offerings to the corner of the altar prior to removal of the 

handful. Rabbi Yehuda says: There is no meal offering sacrificed on 

an altar outside the Temple. And requiring a member of the priest- 
hood to perform the sacrificial rites, the priestly service vestments, 
the service vessels, the pleasing aroma" to God, the partition for 
the blood, i.e., the red line dividing the upper and lower halves of the 

altar, and the priest’s washing of hands and feet before his service 

all do not apply to sacrifice on private altars, as the service there need 

not be performed by priests nor follow all the protocols of the Temple 

service. 


But the intent to sacrifice or partake of the offering beyond its desig- 
nated time," which renders the offering piggul; the halakha of por- 
tions of the offering left over [notar] beyond the time it may be eaten; 
and the prohibition against eating consecrated meat while ritually 
impure are equal in this, a private altar, and that, a public altar. 
G E M A The mishna teaches that one who burns the 
red heifer outside its pit is not liable for sac- 
rificing outside the Temple courtyard. The Gemara clarifies: What is 
the meaning of: Outside its pit?" Reish Lakish said: It means out- 
side the place that was inspected to ensure that it is not a gravesite, 
which would render it impure. Rabbi Yohanan said to him: But is 
not all of Eretz Yisrael inspected for impurity? Therefore, there is 


no need for the site of the burning of the red heifer to be specially 
inspected. 


Rather, Rabbi Yohanan said: The term: Outside its pit, is referring 
to a case where the priest slaughtered the red heifer within the walls 
of Jerusalem" and not in the place outside the walls, as the Torah 
prescribes: “And it shall be brought outside the camp, and it shall be 
slaughtered before him” (Numbers 19:3). 


The Gemara challenges: But let Rabbi Yohanan interpret it to be a 
case where the priest slaughtered it outside the wall but not oppo- 
site, i.e., not in the direction of, the entrance" to the Temple, as Rav 
Adda bar Ahava says: Ifhe slaughtered it in a location not opposite 
the entrance, it is disqualified, as it is stated with regard to the 
red heifer: “And you shall give it to Elazar the priest, and it shall 
be brought outside the camp, and it shall be slaughtered before 
him. And Elazar the priest shall take of its blood with his finger, and 
sprinkle of its blood toward the front of the Tent of Meeting seven 
times” (Numbers 19:3-4). 


The slaughter of the red heifer and the sprinkling of its blood are 

juxtaposed so that one will draw the following conclusion: Just as 

its sprinkling must be performed opposite the entrance, so too, 
its slaughter must be performed opposite the entrance. And if 
you would say that Rabbi Yohanan does not juxtapose the two 

verses for the purpose of this comparison, that is difficult: But it 

was stated with regard to a red heifer slaughtered in a location not 

opposite the entrance that Rabbi Yohanan says: It is disqualified, 
as “and it shall be slaughtered” is juxtaposed with “and sprinkle.” 
Reish Lakish says: It is fit, since it is stated: “And it shall be brought 
outside the camp, and it shall be slaughtered,” indicating that it 

may be slaughtered in any location outside the camp. 


Slaughtered the red heifer within the walls of Jerusalem - Aunw 
pov main ya mah: If the red heifer was slaughtered outside 
the place of its burning, even if it was slaughtered within the walls 
of Jerusalem, it is disqualified, in accordance with the opinion of 


HALAKHA 
Not opposite the entrance - nn571 7325 xv: If a red heifer was 
slaughtered or burned in a location that was not facing the Sanc- 
tuary it is disqualified, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yohanan (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Para Aduma 4:5). 


Rabbi Yohanan (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Para Aduma 4:10). 
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And it was also stated that amora’im disagree with regard to a red 
heifer that the priest burned not opposite the entrance to the Temple. 
Rabbi Yohanan says: It is disqualified, and Rabbi Oshaya says: 
It is fit. The Gemara explains their reasoning: Rabbi Yohanan says 
that it is disqualified because of an additional juxtaposition. It is 
stated: “And the heifer shall be burned in his sight; its skin, and its 
flesh, and its blood, with its dung, shall be burned” (Numbers 19:5), 
while in the previous verse it is stated: “And sprinkle of its blood 
toward the front of the Tent of Meeting.” This teaches that just as 
the sprinkling of the blood must be done opposite the entrance, so 
too must the burning be done opposite the entrance. 


And Rabbi Oshaya says that a red heifer that was burned in a location 
not opposite the entrance is fit, as the verse states: “With its dung 
[pirshah], shall be burned,” which is interpreted homiletically to 
mean: In the place that its soul departs [poreshet] for death, there 
shall be its burning. Just as no specific location is given for the 
soul’s departing, so too, the burning need not be performed in a spe- 
cific location. Since Rabbi Yohanan holds that the red heifer must be 
slaughtered opposite the entrance to the Temple, why does he not 
understand the term: Outside of its pit, to be referring to its slaughter 
in any location not opposite the Temple entrance? 


The Gemara answers: Say that Rabbi Yohanan is speaking utilizing 
the style of: It is not necessary, as follows: It is not necessary for 
the mishna to teach that in slaughtering a red heifer outside the wall 
in a location not opposite the entrance, one does not transgress the 
prohibition against slaughtering outside the Temple courtyard. In that 
case it is clearly disqualified, as he has distanced it from where it is 
meant to be slaughtered. But even if one slaughtered it inside the wall 
of Jerusalem, so that he brings it closer to the Temple, and one might 
say that it is a valid way of slaughtering the red heifer, Rabbi Yohanan 
teaches us that nevertheless it is disqualified. 


§ The Gemara returns to the disagreement cited earlier: The Master 
says that Rabbi Yohanan said to Reish Lakish: But is not all of Eretz 
Yisrael inspected for impurity? Since Reish Lakish’s response to this 
question is not mentioned, the Gemara clarifies: With regard to what 
do they disagree? One Sage, Reish Lakish, holds that the flood in 
the time of Noah descended upon Eretz Yisrael, and its residents 
perished. It is therefore necessary to inspect the place where the red 
heifer is burned to ascertain whether it is a gravesite. And one Sage, 
Rabbi Yohanan, holds that the flood did not descend upon Eretz 
Yisrael, and there is no reason to suspect there are lost graves there. 


Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak says: And both of them, Rabbi Yohanan 
and Reish Lakish, interpreted the same verse, stated by Ezekiel with 
regard to Eretz Yisrael, to derive their opinions. The verse states: “Son 
of man, say to her: You are a land that is not cleansed, nor rained 
upon in the day of indignation” (Ezekiel 22:24). 


Rabbi Yohanan holds that the verse is asking a rhetorical question: 
Eretz Yisrael, are you not cleansed from the impurity imparted by 
corpses? Did the rains of the flood fall upon you on the day of indig- 
nation? And Reish Lakish holds that this verse should be read in 
accordance with its straightforward meaning, i.e., as a statement, 
not a question: You are a land that is not cleansed. Didn’t rains fall 
upon you on the day of indignation? Therefore, the bodies of all of 
those who perished in the flood are somewhere in the ground. 


Reish Lakish raised an objection to Rabbi Yohanan from a mish- 
na (Para 3:2): Courtyards were built in Jerusalem on stone," and 
beneath these courtyards there was a hollow space due to the concern 
that there was a lost grave in the depths. The space served as a barrier 
preventing the impurity from reaching the courtyards above. And 
they would bring pregnant women, and those women would give 
birth in those courtyards. And those women would raise their chil- 
dren there, thereby ensuring that the children never became impure. 
This would enable the children to assist in the rite of the red heifer. 


HALAKHA 
Courtyards were built in Jerusalem on stone — 
yban by nima obwrva vt nivyn: Among the 
higher standards of ritual purity that were estab- 


lished for the red heifer was 


the construction of 


courtyards in Jerusalem that were built on stone, 


beneath which were hollow sp 
that there might be a grave in 


aces, due to concern 
he depths. Pregnant 


women would be brought to these courtyards, 
where they would give birth and raise their children. 


When it was necessary to sprin 


le purification water 


on the priest who burned the red heifer, the children 


would be seated upon doors 


hat were placed on 


the backs of oxen, and they would take stone cups 
to the Siloam pool. There they would fill the cups 


with water and then sit upon t 


he doors again (Ram- 


bam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Para Aduma 2:7). 
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NOTES 


The Sages established a higher standard in the 
case of the red heifer - maa wy myn: The reason 
for this is because the rite of the red heifer is valid 
even if performed by one who immersed himself 
that day and is waiting for nightfall for the purifica- 
tion process to be completed. In fact, Rashi explains, 
citing Yoma 2a, that the priest who performed the 
rite of the red heifer would be intentionally rendered 
impure so that he would immerse and perform the 
rite on that day. This was done in order to refute the 
Sadducees, who claimed that the rite is not valid 
if performed by one who immersed himself that 
day. Due to this practice, the Sages were concerned 
that the rite’s purity might become demeaned. They 
therefore instituted thirteen areas where the red 
heifer is held to a higher standard of purity than 
other consecrated matters (see Hagiga 18b). 


Bones were found in the Chamber of the Wood- 
shed - D¥YT v1 nawba ninyy: The fact that this 
place is designated a chamber indicates that it may 
refer to the Chamber of the Wood that was in the 
Women's Courtyard in the Temple (see Middot 2:5). 
The version in the Josefta (Eduyyot 3:3) reads: There 
was an incident where bones were found in Jeru- 
salem in a woodshed, which accords better with 
the Gemara's discussion with regard to the purity of 
Jerusalem (Or HaYashar). 


And the Sages sought to decree impurity upon 
Jerusalem - phg by ayn sind wpa: The 
decree would have been that Jerusalem is impure 
in the same sense that land outside Eretz Yisrael is 
impure. Alternatively, they would have decreed that 
it has the status of a field in which a corpse is buried, 
concerning which the halakha is that one who walks 
here has uncertain impure status (see Rabbeinu 
Hananel). 


Where are the dead of the flood, etc. - mn 7K 
a>) bran: In other words, show us the dead of the 
flood or of those who were slain by Nebuchadnez- 
zar. Since no one can identify the location of their 
corpses, there is no concern for impurity imparted 
by them (Rabbeinu Hananel). 
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And once the children reached the appropriate age, the priests 
would bring oxen there. And on the backs of these oxen, they 
would place doors, and the children would sit upon the doors, so 
that the doors would serve as a barrier between them and any 
impurity in the depths, and they would hold cups of stone, which 
are not susceptible to ritual impurity, in their hands, and they 
would ride upon the oxen to the Siloam pool. And they filled the 
cups with water and would sit back in their places upon the oxen 
and be taken to the Temple Mount. The water in the cups would 
be used for the rite of the red heifer. Apparently, there is concern 
that hidden sources of impurity exist in Eretz Yisrael. 


Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, said that Rabbi Yohanan would 
reply: The Sages established a higher standard for purity in the 
case of the red heifer, but generally speaking there is no concern 
for hidden sources of impurity in Eretz Yisrael caused by those 
who perished in the flood. 


Rabbi Yohanan raised an objection to Reish Lakish from a 
baraita (see Tosefta, Eduyyot 3:3): Once, human bones were found 
in the Chamber of the Woodshed," and the Sages sought to 
decree impurity upon Jerusalem," i.e., to proclaim all who go 
there to be impure, as ifa corpse can be found in a chamber of the 
Temple there is reason to be concerned that there are lost graves 
in other places as well. Rabbi Yehoshua stood upon his feet and 
said: Is it not a shame and disgrace for us to decree impurity 
upon the city of our fathers because of this concern? Show me: 
Where are the dead of the flood," and where are all of the dead 
killed by Nebuchadnezzar? 


Rabbi Yohanan infers: From the fact that Rabbi Yehoshua said 
this, is this not to say that there were no lost graves in Jerusalem 
from the flood, because the flood did not take place there? Reish 
Lakish responds: And according to your reasoning, so too were 
there not those killed by Nebuchadnezzar, in and around Jeru- 
salem, who were mentioned by Rabbi Yehoshua? Certainly there 
were, as Nebuchadnezzar killed many people in Jerusalem. Rather, 
there were, and others removed the bodies. Here too, with regard 
to the dead of the flood, there were, and others removed the 
bodies. And it is possible to ask: If they were removed, why is it 
necessary to be concerned that there may be impurity in the place 
of the red heifer, 


as they were already removed. One can respond: This baraita 
deals exclusively with Jerusalem. Granted that the bones of those 
who perished in the flood and at the hands of Nebuchadnezzar 
were removed from Jerusalem, but they were not removed from 
all of Eretz Yisrael. Therefore, outside Jerusalem, the red heifer 
may be slaughtered only in a place that has been inspected. 


There are those who say the discussion should be inverted, and 
Reish Lakish raised an objection to Rabbi Yohanan, who holds 
that the flood did not affect Eretz Yisrael, from that baraita, as 
Rabbi Yehoshua said: Where are the dead of the flood, and where 
are all of the dead killed by Nebuchadnezzar? Reish Lakish said: 
What, is it not possible to infer from this question that since those 
slaughtered by Nebuchadnezzar were in Eretz Yisrael, those who 
perished in the flood were also there? Rabbi Yohanan responds: 
Are the cases comparable? This is as it is and that is as it is, i.e., 
the dead of Nebuchadnezzar were indeed in Eretz Yisrael, but 
the dead of the flood were not, as there was no flood there. 
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Reish Lakish raised an objection to Rabbi Yohanan: With regard 
to the flood, it is stated: “All in whose nostrils was the breath of the 
spirit of life, whatsoever was on the dry land, died” (Genesis 7:22). 
Granted, according to my opinion, that I say the flood descended 
upon Eretz Yisrael, due to that reason all living creatures on Earth 
died, even those in Eretz Yisrael. But according to your opinion that 
the flood did not descend on Eretz Yisrael, why did they die there? 
Rabbi Yohanan responds: They died due to the heat that accompa- 
nied the floodwaters, and that spread to Eretz Yisrael as well. Those 
corpses were then buried in known locations. 


The Gemara notes that this is in accordance with the statement of 
Rav Hisda, as Rav Hisda says: The generation of the flood sinned 
with boiling heat, i.e., forbidden sexual intercourse, and they were 
punished with the boiling heat of the flood waters. As it is written 
here, with regard to the flood: “And God remembered Noah and 
every living creature and all the cattle that were with him in the ark; 
and God made a wind to pass over the earth and the waters calmed 
[vayashoku hamayim]” (Genesis 8:1); and it is written there, with 
regard to the execution of Haman: “So they hanged Haman on the 
gallows that he had prepared for Mordecai. Then the king’s boiling 
anger was assuaged [shakhakha]” (Esther 7:10). This latter verse 
indicates that a matter is assuaged from heat; similarly, the flood 
waters were hot. 


There are those who say that this discussion should be inverted, 
and in fact Rabbi Yohanan raised an objection to Reish Lakish 
from that verse: It is stated that “whatsoever was on the dry land, 
died” (Genesis 7:22). Granted, according to my opinion, that I 
say that the flood did not descend upon Eretz Yisrael, due to that 
reason, there was an area of dry land even during the flood, and 
all living creatures there died from the heat. But according to your 
opinion that the flood did descend upon Eretz Yisrael, what is the 
meaning of “dry land”? There was no dry land anywhere. Reish 
Lakish responds: The verse is referring to land that had been dry 
initially, before the flood. 


And why does the Torah call it “dry land” during the flood? There 
was no dryland during the flood. It is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rav Hisda, as Rav Hisda says: During the generation of the 
flood no decree was decreed upon the fish in the sea, as it is 
stated: “Whatsoever was on the dry land, died” (Genesis 7:22), 
i.e., only those creatures that had been on dry land, but not the fish 
in the sea. 


The Gemara asks: Granted, according to the one who says the flood 
did not descend upon Eretz Yisrael, i.e., Rabbi Yohanan, this is the 
explanation of the fact that the reima remained there, in Eretz Yisrael, 
and survived the flood. But according to the one who says the flood 
descended upon Eretz Yisrael, i.e., Reish Lakish, how did the reima 
remain?" Given its large size, it clearly could not have fit into Noah’s 
ark. Rabbi Yannai says: They brought reima cubs into the ark, and 
they survived the flood. 


The Gemara asks: But doesn’t Rabba bar bar Hana say: I have seen 
a day-old offspring of the reima," and it was as large as Mount Tabor. 
And how large is Mount Tabor? It is forty parasangs.® And the 
length of the cub’s neck was three parasangs, and the place where 
its head rests, i.e., its neck, was a parasang and a half. It cast feces, 
and thereby dammed up the Jordan river. Even the cub would have 
been too large for the ark. 


Rabbi Yohanan says: They brought only the head of the cub into 
the ark, while its body remained outside. The Gemara asks: But 
doesn’t the Master, i.e., Rabba bar bar Hana, say that the size of 
the place where its head rests was a parasang and a half? Conse- 
quently, even its head alone would not fit into the ark. Rather, they 
brought the head, i.e., edge, of its nose into the ark, so that it might 
breathe. 


NOTES 


How did the reima remain — Dp K2! K: Onkelos 
translates the word dishon (Deuteronomy 14:5) as the 
Aramaic word reima. Tosafot cite a suggestion that 
the reima is the buffalo, but also cite Rabbeinu Tam as 
rejecting this identification, as this discussion in the 
Talmud indicates that is describing a creature far larger 
than any known animal. 


Day-old offspring of the reima - na x77 xbox 
wai: The standard version of the text is a combination 
of several versions of the early commentaries. Rashi’s 
version reads: An urzila of the sea [urzila deyama], and 
he understands that an urzila is a reima. The Rashbam 
in Bava Batra (73b) has a version that reads: A day-old 
urzila {urzila bat yoma], and understands urzila in the 
same manner. Josafot cite an opinion that this refers 
to a fish in the sea (see Ri Migash and Rashbam). Rab- 
beinu Tam does not accept any of these versions. In his 
opinion the Gemara should read: Urzila dereima. Based 
on the Targum on Song of Songs, he explains that urzila 
dereima means the offspring of the reem animal. In 
any case, the Gemara’s question remains the same 
according to all of the commentaries: Even the young 
offspring was too large for Noah's ark. 


BACKGROUND 
Parasang — 11948: From the Persian; a specific measure 
of distance. In the Talmud, this measurement is equal 
to four mil, or approximately 4 km. 


Map of Persia, with scale in parasangs, 1814 
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NOTES 


Because it shakes [shemenaeret] its wealthy people — 
mM pwy Mywaw: This is a reference to the wealthy Jews of Baby- 
onia, who the Gemara says will descend to Gehenna because 
they do not have mercy upon others (Beitza 32b). The Mahar- 
sha connects this to the statement in the Gemara in tractate 
Yoma (9b) that because most of the Babylonian exiles did 
not ascend to Eretz Yisrael before the building of the Second 
Temple, they are like cedars, which are susceptible to rotting, 
and not like silver, which is not susceptible to rotting. 
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Repugnant creatures and crawling things - pwn D'y pW: 
This term refers to various types of non- kosher animals. Tosefot 
Yom Tov distinguishes between the two words, suggesting that 
the designation: Repugnant creatures [shekatzim], refers to 
small creatures in the sea and land, as well as birds and insects 
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BACKGROUND 


The Gemara wonders why Rabbi Yohanan was compelled to 
give this answer: But doesn’t Rabbi Yohanan say that the flood 
did not descend upon Eretz Yisrael? According to his opinion, 
perhaps the reima survived by remaining there during the flood. 
The Gemara answers that Rabbi Yohanan said his answer in 
accordance with the statement of Reish Lakish. 


The Gemara challenges: But the ark was moving upon the water. 
Howit was possible to keep the nose of the reima in the ark? Reish 

Lakish says: They tied its horns to the ark, so that the reima 

would move with it. The Gemara asks: But doesn’t Rav Hisda say 

that the people of the generation of the flood sinned with boil- 
ing heat and were punished with boiling heat? How could the 

reima have survived the boiling water? 


The Gemara replies: And according to your reasoning, that it 
was impossible to survive the boiling water, how did the ark 
itself move? It was covered with pitch, which melts in boiling 
water. Moreover, how did Og, king of the Bashan (see Numbers 
21:33-35), who according to tradition was of the generation of 
the flood, stand, i.e., survive the boiling water? Rather, it must 
be that a miracle was performed for them, namely that the water 
on the sides of the ark cooled, allowing the ark, the reima, and 
Og to survive. 


The Gemara challenges: But even according to the opinion of 
Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish, that the flood descended upon Eretz 
Yisrael and the corpses of those who perished in the flood might 
impart impurity there, though the flood did indeed descend 
upon Eretz Yisrael, no trace of the dead remains there. As Reish 
Lakish says: Why is Babylonia called Metzula (see Isaiah 44:27)? 
It is because all the dead of the flood, throughout the world, 
sank [nitztalelu] there. And Rabbi Yohanan says: Why is 
Babylonia called Shinar? It is because all the dead of the flood 
were deposited [ninaru] there. Evidently, even Reish Lakish says 
that all who died in the flood, including those from Eretz Yisrael, 
sank in Babylonia. The Gemara responds: It is impossible that 
the corpses of some of those in Eretz Yisrael who perished in the 
flood were not stuck in the mud and remained there. 


Having mentioned some explanations for the names of Babylonia, 
the Gemara adds: Rabbi Abbahu says: Why is it called Shinar? 
Because it shakes [shemena’eret | its wealthy people, i.e., they do 
not remain wealthy. The Gemara asks: But we see that there are 
wealthy people in Babylonia who remain wealthy. The Gemara 
responds: Their wealth does not extend for three generations. 


With regard to the statement that the corpses of those who per- 
ished in the flood came to Babylonia, Rabbi Ami says: Concern- 
ing anyone who eats the dust of Babylonia, it is as ifhe eats the 
flesh of his ancestors, since there is a great deal of dust from 
the dead there. This is also taught in a baraita: Concerning 
anyone who eats the dust of Babylonia, it is as if he eats the flesh 
of his ancestors. And some say: It is as if he eats repugnant 
creatures and crawling things,’ which also died in the flood 
and were absorbed by the ground of Babylonia. 


§ The mishna teaches that if one sacrificed the scapegoat of Yom 
Kippur outside the Temple he is exempt from the prohibition 
against sacrificing outside, since the Torah states: “And to the 
entrance of the Tent of Meeting he did not bring it” (Leviticus 
17:3-4), and the scapegoat is not fit to be brought to the entrance 
of the Tent of Meeting. 


labeled as shekatzim in the Torah. Crawling things [remasim], 


by contrast, refers to worms and other creatures that infect 
produce and that were believed to form through spontaneous 
generation. 

There is a halakhic principle that a forbidden item or creature 


whose original form has been completely destroyed or altered 
is no longer forbidden. Therefore, the Gemara’s statement about 
the flesh of the corpses and repugnant creatures in Babylonia 
was intended metaphorically, to underscore that one should 
not eat Babylonian soil for other reasons. 
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And the Gemara raises a contradiction’ from a baraita: The verse 
states: “To present it as an offering to the Lord” (Leviticus 17:4), 
and it is derived from the word “offering” that one who slaughters 
non-sacred animals inside the Temple is not liable. The baraita asks: 
Or perhaps from the word “offering” I would derive that the pro- 
hibition against slaughtering outside the Temple applies even to 
items consecrated for Temple maintenance, as they too are called 
offerings, as it is stated with regard to the spoils of the war against 
Midian: “And we have brought the Lord’s offering, what every 
man has gotten, of jewels of gold, armlets, and bracelets, signet rings, 
earrings, and girdles, to make atonement for our souls before the 
Lord” (Numbers 31:50). These were certainly not items consecrated 
for the altar. 


Therefore, the verse states: “And to the entrance of the Tent of 
Meeting he did not bring it” (Leviticus 17:4), which teaches that 
this halakha applies only to that which is fit to come to the entrance 
of the Tent of Meeting, i.e., is fit to be sacrificed. Excluded are 
items consecrated for Temple maintenance, which are not fit 
for sacrifice. 


The baraita continues: Perhaps I shall exclude these, i.e., items 
consecrated for Temple maintenance, which are not fit to be sac- 
rificed upon the altar, from the prohibition against slaughtering 
outside the Temple, but I shall not exclude the scapegoat, which 
is fit to come to the entrance of the Tent of Meeting. Therefore, 
the verse states: “To present it as an offering to the Lord,” which 
serves to exclude from this prohibition the scapegoat, which is 
not designated as a sacrifice to the Lord, but is rather sent to Azazel. 
According to the baraita, the scapegoat is fit to be brought to the 
entrance of the Tent of Meeting. 


The Gemara answers: This is not difficult. Here, the baraita that 
states that the scapegoat is fit to be brought to the entrance of the 
Tent of Meeting is referring to before the lottery, wherein the two 
goats of the Day of Atonement are brought into the Temple court- 
yard, and the High Priest draws lots to determine which is to be 
sacrificed to the Lord, and which is for Azazel. There, the mishna 
that states that the scapegoat is not fit to be brought to the entrance 
of the Tent of Meeting is referring to after the lottery, at which 
point it is no longer fit for the Temple. The Gemara challenges: 
After the lottery it is also fit to be brought inside, as there is still 
an obligation for the High Priest to recite confession upon it in 
the Temple courtyard. 


Rather, Rav Mani said: This is not difficult, as here, the baraita 
that states that the scapegoat may be brought to the entrance of 
the Tent of Meeting is referring to before the confession," when 
it is still fit to enter the Temple. There, the mishna that states that 
it is not fit to be brought to the entrance of the Tent of Meeting 
is referring to after the confession, at which point it is no longer 
fit to be brought inside. 


§ The mishna teaches that with regard to an animal that actively 
copulated with a person, or an animal that was the object of 
bestiality, or another disqualified offering such as an animal that 
was designated for idol worship, or one that was worshipped: If one 
sacrificed it outside the Temple courtyard, he is exempt. This is 
because with regard to the prohibition against slaughtering outside, 
the Torah states: “He did not bring it, to present it as an offering to 
the Lord before the Tabernacle of the Lord” (Leviticus 17:4.), which 
teaches that there is no liability for slaughtering outside the Temple 
courtyard an animal that is not fit to be sacrificed. 


The Gemara asks: And with regard to this too, derive from the first 
part of that verse: “To the entrance of the Tent of Meeting,” that, 
as in the case of the red heifer and the scapegoat, if an animal is not 
fit to be brought to the entrance of the Tent of Meeting, one is 
not liable for slaughtering it outside. 


NOTES 


The scapegoat...and the Gemara raises a contra- 
diction = 7227) nbnwan ‘yyy: There are two primary 
explanations of this discussion, which are rooted in dif- 
ferent versions of the text. According to Rashi, there is a 
contradiction between the mishna’s statement that the 
scapegoat is not fit to be brought to the entrance of the 
Tent of Meeting, and consequently one is not liable for 
slaughtering it outside; and that which is taught in the 
baraita, that the scapegoat is fit to be brought to the 
entrance of the Tent of Meeting and the scapegoat is 
excluded from the prohibition against slaughtering out- 
side due to the fact that the verse states: “To the Lord’ 
The resolution is that these two sources are discussing 
different circumstances: The mishna is discussing a case 
where the animal is not fit to be brought to the entrance 
of the Tent of Meeting; the baraita is discussing a case 
where it is fit to be brought there, and the verse: “To the 
Lord,’ is therefore necessary to exclude it. 

Rabbeinu Hananel's version of the baraita states the 
opposite, teaching that “to the Lord” serves to include 
the scapegoat. According to this version, the Gemara 
refers to a contradiction between the mishna, which 
rules that one who slaughters the scapegoat outside 
the Temple is exempt, and the baraita, which holds 
one liable for slaughtering it there. The Gemara then 
resolves the contradiction by distinguishing between 
circumstances in which one is liable for slaughtering 
outside and circumstances in which one who does so 
is exempt. This appears to be the version of the text 
utilized by the Rambam as well, whose ruling on the 
matter has been difficult for many commentaries to 
explain. This also appears to be the version utilized in 
Piskei Hakid. 


Here is referring to before confession — 97") OTP X2: 
This explanation appears to indicate that at any point 
before confession, including before the lottery, the 
scapegoat is fit to be brought to the entrance of the Tent 
of Meeting, but is excluded from the prohibition due 
to the verse: “To the Lord.” Tosafot note that a baraita 
in tractate Yoma (62b) states that one who slaughters 
either of the goats of Yom Kippur outside the Temple 
courtyard is liable. They explain that according to the 
conclusion of this Gemara, the verses indicating that 
one who slaughters the scapegoat outside the Temple 
is exempt pertain to after the lottery, but before the 
lottery one would be liable (see Tosafot Yeshanim on 
Yoma 62b). It appears from the ruling of the Rambam 
that in his opinion, unlike Tosafot, there is a contradic- 
tion between the two talmudic discussions, and he 
ruled in accordance with the Gemara here (see Ritva 
on Yoma 62b). 


HALAKHA 


Here is referring to before confession -11 otip X2: 
The Rambam writes: With regard to the two goats of 
Yom Kippur that were slaughtered outside the Temple 
courtyard: If one slaughtered them before confession 
was recited upon them he is liable to receive karet for 
both of them, since they are fit to come before the Lord 
for confession. If one slaughtered them after confes- 
sion had been recited he is exempt for slaughtering 
the scapegoat. This ruling is based on the conclusion 
of the discussion here, though it appears that the Ram- 
bam had a different version of the Gemara. According 
to the conclusion of the other early commentaries, if 
one slaughters the goats outside the Temple court- 
yard before the lottery he is liable for both, while if one 
slaughters them after the lottery he is exempt for the 
scapegoat. This is in accordance with the baraita on 
Yoma 62b (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKor- 
banot 18:11; see Likkutei Halakhot). 
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HALAKHA 


A person does not render forbidden an item that is 
not his - bw SYMY IDA PİN DIN px: An animal that 
actively copulated with a person or an animal that was 
the object of bestiality is forbidden for the altar, whether 
the animal belonged to that person or to another, whether 
the act occurred before or after the animal was consecrated, 
and whether the act was intentional or unwitting, because 
a physical act has taken place. With regard to one who set 
aside an animal for idol worship, if the animal was his, and 
it was set aside before it was consecrated, it is disqualified. 
But if one set aside for idol worship either the animal of 
another or an animal that had already been consecrated, 
then the animal may be sacrificed, since a person does 
not render forbidden an item that is not his. If one wor- 
shipped an animal as an idol, whether it belonged to him 
or to another, whether he did so under duress or willingly, 
intentionally or unwittingly, before it was consecrated or 
afterward, the animal is forbidden. 

The Ra‘avad writes that according to the Gemara in 
Avoda Zara (54a), a person does not render forbidden the 
property of another by worshipping it unless some physi- 
cal act was performed on it. The Rambam holds that this 
applies only with regard to rendering it forbidden to its 
owner, but it is disqualified for Temple service even if no 
act was performed (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei 
Mizbe’ah 4:5-6; see Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot Avoda Zara 8:1). 
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Granted, with regard to an animal that actively copulated with 
a person or an animal that was the object of bestiality, you find 
circumstances in which the exemption for one who slaughters it 
outside the Temple courtyard cannot be based on the fact that 
it is not fit to be brought to the entrance of the Tent of Meeting, 
e.g, a case where one initially consecrated it, at which point it 
was fit to be brought to the Temple courtyard, and then engaged 
in bestiality with it. Since it was initially fit to be brought to the 
Temple courtyard, another verse is needed to exclude it. 


But with regard to an animal that was set aside for idol worship 
or one that was worshipped, this explanation is not tenable, since 
an animal that was already consecrated would not become disquali- 
fied because a person does not render forbidden an item that is 
not his." The Gemara responds that it is possible to disqualify a 
consecrated item in the case of offerings of lesser sanctity, such as 
a peace offering, and in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yosei HaGelili, who says: An offering of lesser sanctity is the 
property of the owner. 


This is as it is taught in a baraita that the verse states with regard to 
the obligation to bring a guilt offering for robbery for taking a false 
oath concerning unlawful possession of the property of another: “If 
anyone sin, and commit a trespass against the Lord, and deal 
falsely with his neighbor in a matter of deposit, or of pledge, or of 
robbery, or have oppressed his neighbor” (Leviticus 5:21). The term 


“against the Lord” serves to include one who takes an oath with 


regard to another's offerings of lesser sanctity, since they are the 
property of their owner. This is the statement of Rabbi Yosei 
HaGelili. 


The Gemara summarizes: Therefore, all of the cases listed in the 
mishna are cases in which the animal was initially fit to be brought 
to the entrance of the Tent of Meeting but was subsequently dis- 
qualified as an offering. An animal that actively copulated with a 
person and an animal that was the object of bestiality are disquali- 
fied after having been consecrated, due to a matter of forbidden 
sexual intercourse. An animal that was set aside for idol worship 
or one that was worshipped as an object of idol worship becomes 
forbidden after it was consecrated in the case of an offering of lesser 
sanctity, which according to Rabbi Yosei HaGelili is the property 
of its owner. 


In the case of an animal that was given as payment to a prostitute 
or as the price of a dog," or an animal born ofa mixture of diverse 
kinds, or an animal born by caesarean section, none of which 
could have occured at a time that the animal was fit to be sacrificed, 
the mishna is referring to the offspring of sacrificial animals that 
were given as payment to a prostitute or as the price of a dog while 
in utero. These animals were fit to be brought as a sacrifice while 
they were still part ofa consecrated animal, and only following birth 
are they considered to be unfit for sacrifice. 


Payment to a prostitute or as the price of a dog 


NOTES 
-vna ANN: 


prostitute or the price of a dog, since at that moment it is still 


In contrast to the disqualifications of an animal for being set 
aside for idol worship or having been worshipped, the dis- 
qualifications of payment to a prostitute or the price of a dog 
apply only to non-sacred animals and not to sacred animals, 
even offerings of lesser sanctity (Temura 30b). Consequently, 
an animal that was given as payment to a prostitute or as the 
price of a dog was already disqualified, as it is not fit to be 
brought to the entrance of the Tent of Meeting; it is therefore 
unnecessary to state that one who slaughters it outside the 
courtyard is exempt. 

But when an animal is given in utero as the payment to a 


fit to be sacrificed, as it is considered part of the mother, one 
could say that slaughtering it outside the courtyard after birth 
renders one liable. The Gemara therefore cites the verse: “To 
present it as an offering to the Lord” (Leviticus 17:4), to exempt 
one who slaughters such an animal, since at that time it is not 
fit for sacrifice. The halakha is the same for an animal born of a 
mixture of diverse kinds or an animal born by caesarean section: 
If it was consecrated after its birth, it is not fit to be brought to 
the entrance of the Tent of Meeting. If it was consecrated in 
utero, it is fit to be sacrificed as a part of the mother, as only 
after birth does it become disqualified. 
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Although these offspring are still part of a consecrated animal while 
in utero, and as such one might say that the status of payment to a 
prostitute or the price of a dog should not take effect with rgeard 
to them, the tanna of the mishna holds that with regard to the 
offspring of sacrificial animals, they are sanctified only as they 
are" from the time of birth, but not in utero. Therefore, they can 
be disqualified by serving as payment to a prostitute or as the price 
of a dog. 


§ The mishna cites a disagreement between the Rabbis and Rabbi 
Shimon with regard to temporarily blemished animals: Rabbi 
Shimon holds that one who sacrifices them outside the Temple 
courtyard violates a prohibition, as they will be fit for sacrifice after 
the passage of time, whereas the Rabbis hold that one is exempt. 
The mishna cites two similar disagreements: With regard to doves 
whose time of fitness has not yet arrived that are slaughtered out- 
side the Temple courtyard, and with regard to one who slaughters 
an animal itself and its offspring on one day, where the latter, 
which is not fit for being sacrificed until the next day, is slaughtered 
outside the Temple courtyard. 


The Gemara comments: And all of these cases are necessary. As, 
if the mishna had taught the disagreement only in the case of 
temporarily blemished animals, one would think that the Rabbis 
deem exempt one who sacrifices outside the Temple courtyard 
only in that case, because they are repulsive; but with regard to 
doves whose time of fitness has not yet arrived, which are not 
repulsive and which will be fit when their time arrives, I will say 
that this is not the halakha, and that the Rabbis concede to Rabbi 
Shimon that one does violate a prohibition. 


And if the mishna had taught the disagreement only in the case of 
doves whose time of fitness has not yet arrived, one could say that 
it is only in this case that Rabbi Shimon holds that one who sacri- 
fices them outside violates a prohibition, because they are not 
defined as: Fit for sacrifice and rejected; their time of fitness 

simply has not arrived. But with regard to temporarily blemished 

animals, which were fit for sacrifice and then disqualified, I will 

say that this is not the halakha, as Rabbi Shimon concedes to the 

Rabbis that one who sacrifices them outside the Temple courtyard 

does not violate a prohibition, since they are not fit to be sacrificed 

as offerings. 


NOTES 


They are sanctified only as they are — W197 171 ja: In other 
words, according to this opinion, it can become considered to 
be consecrated only after it is born; while it is in utero it has no 
independent sanctity and is sacrificed only as part of its mother. 
This statement was necessary to explain that although the dis- 
qualifications of payment to a prostitute and the price of a dog 
do not apply to a consecrated animal, they do apply to the fetus 
of a consecrated animal, as it is not yet sacred. It should be noted 
hat in tractate Nidda (41a) Rashi states that this applies only to 
a fetus of an offering of lesser sanctity, which, in the opinion of 
Rabbi Yosei HaGelili, is the property of the owner. 

According to the opinion that a fetus has independent sanc- 
ity while in utero, the disqualifications of payment to a prostitute 
and the price of a dog do not apply, and the offspring is fit for 
sacrifice; therefore one who sacrifices it outside the courtyard is 
iable. The disqualification would still apply to an animal born of 
a mixture of diverse kinds or to one born of a cesarean section 
(Panim Meirot). 

The Rid’s version of the Gemara states that the animal 
been consecrated before it was used for payment to a prostitute 
or the price of a dog, or became a tereifa, a case mentioned 


in the mishna but not the Gemara. This is also the opinion of 
Rabbeinu Hillel in his commentary to Torat Kohanim, where he 
adds that these are animals consecrated as offerings of lesser 
sanctity, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili, 
and the tanna of the mishna disagrees with the assumption 
that consecrated animals cannot be given as payment to a 
prostitute or as the price of a dog. Only in the case of an ani- 
mal born by cesarean section does he explain that the mishna 
is discussing an animal that was consecrated in utero, on the 
assumption that the offspring of consecrated animals become 
sacred in utero. 


Because they are not defined as fit for sacrifice and rejected — 
IPRIT xo Dwn: One can say that according to the opinion 

of Rabbi Shimon, the reason that one violates a prohibition in 

the case of doves whose time has not yet arrived is that they are 

intrinsically fit to be sacrificed and lack only time. In the case of a 

temporarily blemished animal, though, a physical blemish on the 

body of the animal disqualifies it. It may therefore be compared 

to any other animal that is disqualified from sacrifice, for which 

there is no liability if it is slaughtered outside the courtyard. 
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Where the disqualification comes to it from an external 

factor | will say the Rabbis concede to Rabbi Shimon - 
yawab par a> sti wary a onep xobya KDAT: 

It appears that Josafot had a version of the Gemara that 
reads: | will say that Rabbi Shimon concedes to the Rabbis. 
This version appears in a small number of manuscripts and 

is also used by Rabbi Ovadya Bartenura in his commentary 
on the mishna. The meaning of this version is as follows: 
In the cases of temporarily blemished animals and doves 
whose time has not yet arrived, the disqualifications are 
intrinsic to the body of animal, and when they are no longer 
relevant, the animal will be fit for sacrifice. By contrast, in 

the case of an animal and its offspring being sacrificed on 

the same day, nothing can be done to the body of the ani- 
mal that will render it fit for sacrifice; it is only the passage 
of time that will do so. Therefore, perhaps Rabbi Shimon 

will concede that one who sacrifices the latter outside the 
courtyard is not in violation of a prohibition. 
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And if the mishna had taught only these two cases, i.e., temporarily 
blemished animals and doves whose time of fitness has not yet 
arrived, I would say that the Rabbis hold that one who slaughters 
them outside the Temple courtyard is not liable because their 
disqualification is inherent. But in the case of the animal itself 
and its offspring, where the disqualification comes to the off- 
spring from an external factor, i.e., that its parent was slaughtered 
that day, I will say that the Rabbis concede to Rabbi Shimon" that 
one who slaughters an animal and its offspring outside the Temple 
courtyard does violate the prohibition. Therefore, it is necessary 
for the mishna to teach the disagreement in each case. 


§ The mishna teaches that Rabbi Shimon says: In the case of any 
sacrificial animal that is fit to be sacrificed after the passage of time, 
if one sacrificed it outside the courtyard, he is in violation of a 
prohibition but there is no liability for karet. Rabbi Shimon did not 
specify what prohibition is violated. The Gemara therefore asks: 
What is the reasoning of Rabbi Shimon? 


Rabbi Ile’a says that Reish Lakish says that the verse states: “You 

shall not do all that we do here this day, every man whatsoever is 

right in his own eyes. For you have not as yet come to the rest and 

to the inheritance, which the Lord your God gives you” (Deuter- 
onomy 12:8-9). Moses said the following to the Jewish people: 

When you enter Eretz Yisrael, upright offerings, i.e., offerings that 

one believes are proper to bring due to one’s own generosity, such 

as vow offerings and gift offerings, you may sacrifice, but obliga- 
tory offerings you may not sacrifice, even in the Tabernacle in 

Gilgal, until you arrive at “the rest,” i.e., Shiloh, at which point you 

may sacrifice them. 


And since obligatory offerings during the period of Gilgal, in rela- 
tion to the period of Shiloh, are considered offerings whose time 

has not yet arrived, and Moses said to the Jewish people concern- 
ing them: “You shall not do,” during that period, it follows that 

one who sacrifices an offering whose time has not yet arrived is in 

violation of the prohibition: “You shall not do.” 


Rabbi Yirmeya said to Rabbi Zeira: Therefore, it is prohibited to 
sacrifice offerings whose time has not yet arrived, even if they are 
sacrificed in the Tabernacle as was the case in Gilgal. If so, anyone 
who sacrifices an offering whose time has not yet arrived, even if 
he sacrifices it inside the Temple courtyard, 


should also receive lashes for sacrificing it, just as one would for 
violating other Torah prohibitions. Why did Rabbi Zeira say else- 
where that one who slaughters, inside the Temple courtyard, an 
offering whose time has not yet arrived does not receive lashes for 
having violated the prohibition of: “It shall not be accepted” (Levit- 
icus 22:23), which is the general prohibition against sacrificing 
animals that are not fit to be sacrificed. Rabbi Zeira explains that 
he does not receive lashes because the verse has transmuted the 
negative precept into a prohibition that is stated as a positive 
mitzva, in the verse: “But from the eighth day forward it may be 
accepted” (Leviticus 22:27). There is no punishment of lashes for 
violating such a prohibition. Rabbi Yirmeya is asking that one 
should still receive lashes for having violated the prohibition of: 


“You shall not do.” 
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The Gemara responds: That statement of Rabbi Zeira applies only 

according to the opinion of the Rabbis," who disagree with Rabbi 

Shimon in the mishna and hold that the verse that states: “You shall 

not do,” does not indicate that one who slaughters an animal whose 

time has not yet arrived is in violation ofa prohibition. But accord- 
ing to the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, one would indeed receive 

lashes for slaughtering an animal whose time has not yet arrived 

inside the Temple. 


Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: Rabbi Zeira’s statement is even in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, who also holds that 
one would not receive lashes for slaughtering inside the Temple 
courtyard an offering whose time has not yet arrived. A prohibition 
cannot be derived from the prohibition stated with regard to the 
Tabernacle in Gilgal, since inside the Tabernacle in Gilgal, in 
relation to the Tabernacle in Shiloh, is considered like outside," 
and the prohibition: “You shall not do,” pertains only to sacrificing 
an offering whose time has not yet arrived outside the Temple 
courtyard. 


Rabba said: The reason of Rabbi Shimon is not based upon: 
“You shall not do,” as Reish Lakish claims, but upon another verse. 
As it is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Shimon says: From where 
is it derived that one who slaughters his Paschal offering on a 
private altar" at a time when it is prohibited to sacrifice offerings 
on private altars violates a prohibition? The verse states: “You 
may not sacrifice the Paschal offering within any of your gates; 
but at the place that the Lord your God shall choose to cause His 
name to dwell in, there you shall sacrifice the Paschal offering” 
(Deuteronomy 16:5-6). 


One might have thought that even at a time when it is permitted 
to sacrifice offerings on private altars this is so. Therefore, the 
verse states: “Within any [beahad] of your gates,” which indi- 
cates that I said this prohibition to you only when all of the Jewish 
people enter the Temple through one [ehad] gate in order to 
sacrifice their offerings. When there is no permanent communal 
altar, it is permitted to slaughter the Paschal offering on a private 
altar. 


Rabba analyzes the baraita: When was this Paschal offering, for 
which one violates a prohibition for slaughtering it during a time 
when it is forbidden to sacrifice on private altars, slaughtered? If 
we say that it was after midday on the fourteenth of Nisan, which 
is the proper time for sacrificing the Paschal offering in the Temple, 
then one who sacrifices it then violates not only a prohibition, he 
should also be deemed liable to receive karet as well, as would 
anyone who slaughters a fit offering outside the Temple courtyard. 
Rather, is it not discussing one who slaughtered the Paschal offer- 
ing on a private altar on the fourteenth of Nisan before midday, 
when its time had not yet arrived? 


The Gemara rejects Rabba’s explanation: Actually, the Paschal 
offering may have been sacrificed on a private altar after midday 
of the fourteenth of Nisan, and it is referring to a time when 
it is permitted to sacrifice on private altars," i.e., the periods of 
Gilgal, Nov, and Gibeon. The verse teaches that although it was 
permitted to sacrifice voluntary vow offerings and gift offerings 
on a private altar, the Paschal offering may be sacrificed only on a 
great public altar. 


The Gemara asks: But doesn’t the baraita state: At a time when it 
is prohibited to sacrifice offerings on private altars? The Gemara 
responds: The baraita means that it is prohibited for one to 
sacrifice the Paschal offering on a private altar, but it is permitted 
to use a private altar for another offering," i.e., a voluntary vow 
offering or gift offering. 


NOTES 


That statement of Rabbi Zeira applies only according to 
the opinion of the Rabbis - pat voor 37: The opinion of the 
Rabbis may be identical to that of Rabbi Yehuda, who holds 
hat any offering that could be sacrificed in the Tabernacle in 
he wilderness could be sacrificed in the Tabernacle in Gilgal, 
including obligatory offerings (see 117a). Therefore, this is not 
considered to be an offering whose time has not yet arrived. 


nside the Tabernacle in Gilgal in relation to the Tabernacle 
in Shiloh is considered like outside - Fw rah bbs D5 
nat yana: According to Rabbi Shimon, it may be derived from 

here that one is liable for sacrificing any offering whose time 
has not yet arrived outside the Temple courtyard. The Rabbis, 
who disagree with Rabbi Shimon, hold that a broad prohibi- 
ion against sacrificing an offering whose time has not yet 
arrived outside the Temple courtyard cannot be derived from 

a prohibition that was unique to the period of Gilgal. In their 
opinion, this is not a prohibition against slaughtering an offer- 
ing outside the Temple courtyard but a specific prohibition 

against sacrificing obligatory offerings in Gilgal (Sefat Emet). 


And it is referring to a time when it is permitted to sacrifice 
on private altars — xP ninan wT nywa: The Rambam 
holds that the prohibition against sacrificing on a private 
altar during the period when private altars were permitted is 
unique to the Paschal offering, as with regard to other offer- 
ings the mishna teaches that if one consecrated them during 
he period when private altars were permitted and sacrificed 
hem during that period, he is exempt (Kesef Mishne, citing 
Rabbi Avraham ben HaRambam). Rashi indicates that one 
who sacrifices any obligatory offering on a private altar rather 
han on a great public altar violates this prohibition. 


t is prohibited...on a private altar but is permitted to use 
a private altar for another offering — 793 1571... VO 
ian: Consequently, the statement in the continuation of 
he baraita, that during a time when private altars are permit- 
ed there is no prohibition, is referring to a time when one is 
also permitted to bring the Paschal offering on a private altar, 
e.g., before midday on the fourteenth of Nisan, when it is fit 
as a peace offering (Rashi). 


HALAKHA 

Paschal offering on a private altar — pry mada nbs: The 
Paschal offering may be slaughtered only in the Temple court- 
yard, like other offerings. Even during the period when private 
altars were permitted, the Paschal offering is not sacrificed 
on a private altar, and whoever sacrifices it there is liable 
to receive lashes. This is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Shimon in the baraita (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Korban Pesah 1:3). 
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HALAKHA 
Teach leper together with them - 171714 yrixi an: 
A leper who slaughtered his sin offering or guilt offering 
outside the Temple courtyard during his days of puri- 
fication is exempt. The same applies to a nazirite who 


sacrificed his sin offering o 


utside the Temple courtyard 


during his days of purification. This is because they are 
not yet fit to sacrifice the offering. But if either of them 


sacrificed his burnt offerin 


g or peace offering outside 


the courtyard he is liable, since the burnt offering is a gift 
and the peace offering is not an essential component of 


the process of atonement ( 
Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 18:9). 


Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 


If he slaughtered it not for its own sake he is liable - 


an iow Kw: One who s 
ing not for its own sake ou 
liable, since it is fit to be sa 
not for its own sake. This rul 
opinion of Rabbi Hilkiya. A 


aughters a leper's guilt offer- 
side the Temple courtyard is 
crificed inside the courtyard 
ing is in accordance with the 
though Rav Huna disagrees 


with the opinion of Rabbi 
later, accepted it (Rambam 
HaKorbanot 18:10; see Likku 


Hilkiya, Rav Ashi, who came 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
tei Halakhot). 


AM TW 9397.13 "1 TAN” 
ATII "YN IN PPI WAX 


Dyw va am rpe poby” 
PITIT A MWY 31 WON AN 
myap x2 new ay osan mya 

Ign 


ny Kb oaio 31029) PTT DT TON 
an - o> xdw bay nw) whre 
093 nyh xdw oa yin 


rare RiT D na iow T 
PPY ya tonsa iow) xbwh 


191 J VIENAN N A? Ppa 
PWY xbw W WY wwe wx 
rm andy 


NOTES 


§ The mishna teaches that with regard to an offering whose time 
has not yet arrived because it is premature for its owner, one who 
sacrifices it outside the Temple courtyard is exempt. This category 
includes a zav, a zava, and a woman after childbirth, any of whom 
sacrificed a sin offering or guilt offering outside the Temple court- 
yard during the days that they are counting toward purification. The 
Gemara asks: And are these individuals subject to the obligation 
to bring guilt offerings? Ze’eiri said: The text of the mishna should 
teach: Leper, together with the zav, zava, and woman after 
childbirth." A leper brings a guilt offering as part of his purification 
process. 


The mishna also teaches that if those whose time has not yet arrived 
sacrifice their burnt offerings or their peace offerings outside the 
Temple courtyard, they are liable. The Gemara asks: And are these 
individuals subject to the obligation to bring peace offerings? Rav 
Sheshet said: Teach the case of a Nazirite as part of the list in the 
mishna. A nazirite brings a peace offering at the conclusion of his 
term of naziriteship. The Gemara notes that the addition of Ze eiri 
to the text of the mishna, i.e., the case of a leper, was fixed by the 
tanna’im’ in the version of the mishna that they would teach, while 
the addition of Rav Sheshet, i.e., the case of a nazirite, was not fixed 
by the tanna’im" in the mishna that they would teach. 


§ The mishna teaches that if one whose days of purification are not 
complete, e.g., a leper, slaughters his guilt offering outside the court- 
yard, he is exempt, since the offering is not fit for sacrifice at that 
time. With regard to this, Rabbi Hilkiya, a Sage from the school 
of Rav Tovi, says: They taught this only with regard to one who 
slaughters a guilt offering outside the Temple courtyard for its own 
sake. But ifhe slaughtered it outside the Temple courtyard not for 
its own sake but for the sake of a different offering, he is liable!’ 
for having sacrificed outside the courtyard. This is because it was 
fit to be sacrificed not for its own sake inside the Temple courtyard, 
as a guilt offering that was slaughtered not for its own sake is fit 
for sacrifice (see 2a). 


The Gemara asks: If so, one who slaughtered the guilt offering for 
its own sake should also be liable for having slaughtered it outside 
the Temple courtyard, since it was fit to be slaughtered not for its 
sake inside the Temple courtyard. The Gemara answers: In order 
for a guilt offering that was slaughtered outside the Temple court- 
yard to be considered fit to be sacrificed inside it, it first requires 
uprooting ofits status, i.e., the one who slaughters it should intend 
explicitly that it be a different sacrifice. Ifits status as a guilt offering 
has not been uprooted, it is not considered fit to be sacrificed inside. 


Rav Huna objects to Rabbi Hilkiya’s statement that a guilt offering 
whose time has not yet arrived is fit to be sacrificed inside if it is 
slaughtered not for its own sake: And is there anything that is not 
fit if its action is performed for its own sake, but is fit if its action 
is performed not for its sake? The Gemara replies: And is there not? 
But there is 


The addition of Ze’eiri was fixed by the tanna‘im — yt 
an Myap: Consequently, the standard text of the mishna 
contains the word leper. In his commentary on the mishna, 
Rashi claims the word leper should be removed from the text 
of the mishna, since the talmudic discussion proves it was not 
present before the amoraic period. Josefot Yom Tov maintains 
that since the change was made to the text of the mishna 
during talmudic times, it should appear in the standard version 
of the mishna as well. Rashi’s methodology in his commentary 
on the Talmud is to utilize the original version of the text and 
to interpret the mishna in accordance with the way that it was 
initially understood prior to the discussion in the Gemara. 
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The addition of Rav Sheshet was not fixed by the tanna‘im - 
MAA Typ xd mww a77: Rashi explains that because none of 
the other cases cited by the mishna of one whose time has 
not yet arrived requires a peace offering, the mishna must 
be alluding to a nazirite. Nevertheless, the case of a nazirite 
was not added to the text of the mishna, but was included 
in the explanation of the mishna by the amora‘im. This con- 
cept is akin to when the Talmud states: The text of the mishna 
is incomplete and this is what it is teaching. Tosafot explain 
that the absence of the case of a nazirite is due to the fact that 
the mishna contains a list of ritually impure individuals: A zav, 
a zava, a woman after childbirth, and a leper. The nazirite is 


not impure, and therefore the halakha with regard to him is 
only alluded to by the mention of peace offerings but is not 
explicitly stated. 


If he slaughtered it not for its own sake he is liable — Kow 
an iow: Rashi notes that while the mishna makes refer- 
ence to both sin offerings and guilt offerings, Rabbi Hilkiya 
speaks exclusively about guilt offerings, since a sin offering 
that was slaughtered not for its own sake is disqualified and 
therefore not fit to be sacrificed inside the Temple courtyard 
(see 2a). 
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the Paschal offering during the rest of the days of the year," i.e., 
not on the fourteenth of Nisan after midday, when it is fit to be 
sacrificed, which is not fit if it was sacrificed for its sake, but is fit 
if it was sacrificed not for its sake. The Gemara responds: The Pas- 
chal offering during the rest of the days of the year is considered 
to be a peace offering," not a Paschal offering that was slaughtered 
not for its sake. 


The Gemara suggests: Let us say that the following baraita supports 
the opinion of Rabbi Hilkiya, who holds that one who slaughters a 
guilt offering whose time has not yet arrived, outside the courtyard, 
not for its own sake, is liable: One might have thought that I exclude 
from the category of those who are liable for slaughtering outside 
the courtyard even one who slaughters a burnt offering whose time 
has not yet arrived due to its being premature for its owner, e.g., a 
woman after childbirth whose term of impurity is not yet finished, 
and one who slaughters the guilt offering of a nazirite and the guilt 
offering of a leper" before they are fit to sacrifice their offerings. 


To counter this, the verse states with regard to slaughter outside 
the courtyard: “Whatever person there be of the house of Israel 
that slaughters an ox, or lamb, or goat, in the camp, or that slaughters 
it outside the camp” (Leviticus 17:3). “Ox” indicates in any case of 
an ox, “lamb” indicates in any case of a lamb, and “goat” indicates 
in any case of a goat, that one is liable for slaughtering them outside 
the courtyard; while a sin offering was omitted from the cases 
in the baraita where one who slaughters the offering outside the 
courtyard is liable. 


The Gemara clarifies: What are we dealing with" in this baraita 
when it discusses the guilt offering ofa nazirite and the guilt offering 
of a leper? If we say that it is dealing with a guilt offering that was 
slaughtered outside the courtyard at its proper time, why state that 
one is liable specifically for a guilt offering? One would be liable 
for slaughtering a sin offering outside the courtyard at its time as 
well. Rather, it is discussing a guilt offering that was slaughtered not 
at its time, i.e., when the nazirite or leper’s time had not yet arrived. 


The Gemara explains: And what is the baraita dealing with? If we 
say that it is dealing with one who slaughtered it for its sake, why 
would he be liable for a guilt offering that was slaughtered outside 
the courtyard if it is not fit for sacrifice? Rather, is the baraita 
not dealing with one who slaughtered it not for its sake," and the 
baraita states that one would be liable, in accordance with the opin- 
ion of Rabbi Hilkiya? The Gemara rejects this: Actually, the baraita 
is dealing with one who slaughtered a guilt offering outside the 
courtyard at its proper time and not for its sake." 


And although there is ostensibly no need for an additional verse 
from which to derive the halakha in this case, as a guilt offering 
that was slaughtered not for its sake inside the courtyard is fit for 
sacrifice, the baraita is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Eliezer, who says: We juxtapose a guilt offering with a sin offering 
in the verse: “As is the sin offering, so is the guilt offering; there is 
one law for them” (Leviticus 7:7), from which it may be derived that 
they have equivalent halakhic status. Therefore, a guilt offering that 
was slaughtered not for its sake is disqualified, and consequently one 
might say that one who slaughters a guilt offering not for its sake 
outside the Temple courtyard is exempt, as it is not fit for sacrifice. 
Therefore, the derivation from the verse is necessary. 


And the tanna of the baraita taught: Guilt offering, which, in this 
context, is secondary to the sin offering, as it is derived from the 
latter. But the same is true of the primary, i.e., the sin offering: One 
who slaughters it outside the courtyard not for its sake is liable. 


HALAKHA 


The Paschal offering during the rest of the days of 
the year - mwn Nin’ gwa Nps: A Paschal offering that 
was slaughtered not for its own sake is disqualified. This 
statement applies when the offering was slaughtered at 
its proper time, i.e., the fourteenth of Nisan, even before 
midday. But if it was slaughtered not at its proper time 
it is fit. If it was slaughtered for its own sake on the four- 
teenth of Nisan before midday it is disqualified, as this is 
not its proper time (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 15:1-12). 


The guilt offering of a nazirite and the guilt offering of 
a leper — priya OWN M OWN: If the guilt offering of a 
nazirite or the guilt offering of a leper is slaughtered not 
for its sake the offering does not satisfy the obligation of its 
owner, but its meat may be eaten by the priests (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 15:20). 


NOTES 


The Paschal offering during the rest of the days of the 
year is a peace offering — oyw MET ni wgw MDS 
yma: Ata time other than the proper time for slaughtering 
the Paschal offering, the Paschal offering has the status of a 
peace offering with all the relevant halakhot pertaining to 
its slaughter and consumption. Therefore, if it was slaugh- 
tered without specification, or even as a different offering 
(see 8b), itis not considered a Paschal offering slaughtered 
not for its own sake, but rather a peace offering. 


What are we dealing with, etc. — ^3) YppY *x23: The 
basis for this question is that with regard to a burnt offer- 
ing the baraita notes that it is referring to the offering of 
one whose time has not yet arrived, but does not mention 
this with regard to the guilt offering of a nazirite and the 
guilt offering of a leper. Therefore, it would appear that in 
the case of a guilt offering the baraita is not discussing one 
whose time has not yet arrived. 


Is it not slaughtered not for its sake - inv Kow wh: 
One would be liable only for a guilt offering that was 
slaughtered prematurely, not for its sake, and outside the 
Temple courtyard, since in that case it would be fit to be 
slaughtered inside the Temple. By contrast, a sin offering 
is disqualified if slaughtered not for its sake, and therefore 
one who slaughters a sin offering not for its sake outside 
the courtyard would not be liable. 


Atits proper time and not for its sake -inw xv ina: 
Although a guilt offering or sin offering that was slaugh- 
tered not for its sake is ostensibly disqualified, nevertheless 
the baraita rules one liable for slaughtering it outside the 
Temple courtyard for the following reason: Had an animal 
that was consecrated for the purpose of this offering been 
slaughtered inside the Temple without specification, it 
would have been fit. Therefore, at the time of its slaughter 
outside the courtyard it is still fit for sacrifice inside. Only 
after it was slaughtered as a different sacrifice, and its initial 
status is uprooted, is it deemed unfit for sacrifice inside 
the Temple (Rashi). 
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The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a baraita in support of 
Rabbi Hilkiya: One might have thought that I include in liability 
even one who slaughters a burnt offering whose time has not 
yet arrived because it is intrinsically lacking, i.e., eight days have 
not yet passed; and one who slaughters a sin offering whose time 
has not yet arrived, whether because it is intrinsically lacking 
or because it is premature for the owner. 


To counter this, the verse states with regard to one who slaugh- 
ters outside the courtyard: “And has not brought it to the 
entrance of the Tent of Meeting” (Leviticus 17:4), which 
teaches that for any sacrifice that is unfit to be brought to the 
entrance of the Tent of Meeting, one is not liable for slaugh- 
tering it outside the courtyard. But a guilt offering whose time 
has not yet arrived was omitted by the tanna, from which it can 
be inferred that one who slaughters a guilt offering outside the 
courtyard is liable. 


The Gemara asks: What are we dealing with? If we say that the 
baraita is dealing with a case where one slaughtered a sin offering 
whose time has not yet arrived, outside the courtyard for its sake, 
then one who slaughters a guilt offering should also be exempt, 
as it is an offering whose time has not yet arrived. Rather, is it 
not dealing with a case of one who slaughtered a sin offering 
whose time has not yet arrived, outside the courtyard not for its 
sake? In this case, one would be exempt for slaughtering it out- 
side the courtyard, as if it is slaughtered inside the courtyard not 
for its sake it is disqualified. But in the case of a guilt offering 
whose time has not yet arrived one would be liable, since it is fit 
for sacrifice, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Hilkiya. 


The Gemara responds: Actually, the baraita is dealing with one 
who slaughtered a sin offering whose time has not yet arrived, 
outside the courtyard not for its sake. And nevertheless, it may 
not be inferred that in the case of a guilt offering one would be 
liable, as this baraita may be in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Eliezer, who juxtaposes a guilt offering with a sin offer- 
ing; and one who slaughters a guilt offering is also exempt. The 
tanna of the baraita omitted mention of a guilt offering because 
he taught: Sin offering, which is the primary case of the disquali- 
fication of an offering slaughtered not for its sake, and all the 
more so it applies to the secondary case, i.e., the guilt offering. 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear another proof for the 
opinion of Rabbi Hilkiya, as when Rav Dimi came to Babylonia 
from Eretz Yisrael he said that the school of Rabbi Livai taught 
a baraita: One might have thought that I exclude from the cat- 
egory of those who are liable for slaughtering offerings outside 
the Temple courtyard even one who slaughters a burnt offering 
whose time has not yet arrived due to its being premature for 
its owner, or who slaughters a guilt offering of a nazirite or 
the guilt offering of a leper whose time has not yet arrived due 
to its being premature for its owner. From where is it derived 
that one is liable for doing so? Rav Dimi added: And the Sages 
brought a derivation from a verse to prove that one is liable, 
but I do not know what the derivation is. 


The Gemara clarifies: What is the biblical derivation? Ravina 
said that it is derived from the verse cited above with regard to 
offerings that are slaughtered outside the courtyard, where “ox’ 
indicates in any case of an ox, “lamb” indicates in any case of a 
lamb, and “goat” indicates in any case of a goat. This supports 
the opinion of Rabbi Hilkiya, as the baraita is discussing a guilt 
offering whose time has not yet arrived that is slaughtered not for 
its sake, and contradicts the opinion of Rav Huna. The Gemara 
asks: What contradiction is this? It can be resolved as you stated 
earlier: That the baraita is dealing with a guilt offering that was 
slaughtered not for its sake at the proper time, and is accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer. 
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Rav Nahman said that according to the opinion of Rav Dimi, 
the baraita cannot be interpreted as dealing with a guilt offering 
that was slaughtered at its proper time, because he raises a con- 
tradiction between the baraita that the school of Rabbi Livai 
taught and a baraita that Levi taught: The guilt offering of a 
nazirite and the guilt offering of a leper that one slaughtered 
not for their sakes are fit, but they do not satisfy the obligation 
of the owner. 


If one slaughtered them in a case where the offering was pre- 
mature due to its owner, or if the lambs were in their second 
year when one slaughtered them, and not in their first year as 
required, they are disqualified, and one who slaughters them 
outside the Temple courtyard is not liable. This contradicts the 
baraita taught by the school of Rabbi Livai. 


And Rav Dimi answers: This is not difficult. Here, in the baraita 
that states that one who slaughters outside the courtyard is 
exempt, it is referring to a case where the animal whose time has 
not yet arrived was slaughtered for its sake; there, in the baraita 
that teaches that one who slaughters outside the courtyard is 
liable, it is referring to a case where the offering was slaughtered 
not for its sake. 


Likewise, Rav Ashi raises a contradiction between the mishna, 
which teaches that one who slaughters a guilt offering whose 
time has not yet arrived outside the courtyard is exempt, and 
the baraita, which teaches that one who does so is liable. And 
Rav Ashi answers: Here, the mishna that teaches that one is 
exempt is referring to a case where the offering was slaughtered 
for its sake. And there, the baraita that teaches that one is liable 
is referring to a case where the offering was slaughtered not for 
its sake, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Hilkiya. 


The Gemara says: If so, shall we say that this is a conclusive refu- 
tation of the opinion of Rav Huna, who holds that one who 
slaughters a guilt offering whose time has not yet arrived not for 
its sake outside the courtyard is exempt? 


The Gemara replies that Rav Huna could have said to you: What 
are we dealing with here, in the baraita that deems one liable 
for a guilt offering that was slaughtered not for its sake? We are 
dealing with a case where one separated two guilt offerings as a 
guarantee, so that atonement would be achieved through the 
sacrifice of the second if the first was lost, but before the proper 
time arrived he slaughtered one of them as a burnt offering rather 
than as a guilt offering. In this case there would be liability for 
slaughtering outside the courtyard, as is the case with one 
who slaughters a burnt offering outside the courtyard, since one 
of them, i.e., the one that will not effect atonement, is a burnt 
offering from the outset. 


This is in accordance with the statement that Rav Huna says that 
Rav says. As Rav Huna says that Rav says: With regard to a guilt 
offering whose owner died or achieved atonement through a 
different guilt offering and which was consigned to grazing in 
the field until it develops a blemish, and prior to its being con- 
signed one slaughtered it without specification of its purpose, it 
is fit as a burnt offering. 
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NOTES 


So too any rite that is the conclusion of a sacrifi- 
cial service — ATiay W23 xin bp 4x: Most of the 
rites listed here are associated with the meal offer- 
ing, whose sacrifice concludes with the burning of 
the handful upon the altar. Likewise, the conclu- 
sion of the shewbread service is the burning of the 
bowls of frankincense. In the case of collecting the 
blood of an offering in a vessel, the conclusion of 
the service is the sprinkling of the blood upon the 
altar. With regard to the removal of ashes from the 
lamps of the Candelabrum, see 114b. 


And was reading, and he sent the young men of 
the children of Israel - 2a ya N% nowy “IP XP 
byw The standard text of the Gemara states that 
Rav Huna bar Rav Ketina was reading the verse, 
and Rav Hisda cited statements that he heard from 
Rav Asi. Rashi’s version of the Gemara differs in 
hat Rav Hisda read the verse, and Rashi explains 
hat Rav Huna bar Rav Ketina cited the statement 
of Rav Asi. The version of the Gemara quoted in 
Tosafot reads simply: And he was sitting and said: 
“And he sent,” which is explained as referring to 
Rav Huna. 


And then ceased [ufasku] - 3051: From that time, 
he third month after the Exodus from Egypt, until 
he Tabernacle was constructed in the first month 
of the second year, Nadav and Avihu served as 
priests, as the Gemara proceeds to state. Rashi 
cites another version of the Gemara that reads: 
And stop it [ufaskah]. According to this version, 
Rav Asi holds that the firstborn did not sacrifice 
he burnt offerings or peace offerings during the 
revelation at Sinai. This is because the phrase: 
And stop it, means that when this verse is read 
here should be a break between: “And he sent 
he young men of the children of Israel,” and: 
“Who offered burnt offerings,’ the reason being 
hat the latter does not refer to the young men 
of the children of Israel, who were sent only as 
representatives of the people, to stand alongside 
he offerings when they were sacrificed. Rather, 
hat phrase refers to the priests Nadav and Avihu. 
According to this version, the question discussed is 
whether the firstborn ever performed the service 
before the Tabernacle was constructed. 
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§ The mishna teaches: One who offers up outside the Temple 
courtyard a portion of the meat of a sin offering that is eaten, or 
who offers up a portion of several other items, is exempt. With regard 
to the reasoning behind this halakha, the Sages taught in a baraita: 
From where is it derived that one who offers up outside the Temple 
courtyard a portion of the meat ofa sin offering, or a portion of the 
meat of a guilt offering, or a portion of the meat of offerings of the 
most sacred order, or a portion of the meat of offerings of lesser 
sanctity, or a portion of the surplus of the omer offering, or the 
two loaves, or the shewbread, or the remainder of meal offerings 
is exempt, as all these are eaten by the priests and not sacrificed on 
the altar? 


The verse states with regard to the prohibition against sacrificing 
outside the Temple courtyard: “Whatever man... that sacrifices a 
burnt offering or sacrifice, and brings it not to the entrance of 
the Tent of Meeting, to sacrifice it to the Lord, that man shall be cut 
off from his people” (Leviticus 17:8-9). The term “burnt offering’ 
teaches: Just as a burnt offering is fit for offering up upon the altar, 
so too, anything that is fit for offering up is included in the prohibi- 
tion. All of the offerings listed in the baraita are not sacrificed upon 
the altar but given to the priests. 


3) 


From where is it derived that even with regard to one who pours 
oil onto the meal offering, and one who mixes the oil into the flour 
of the meal offering, and one who breaks the loaves of the meal 
offering into pieces, and one who salts the meal offering or other 
offerings, and one who waves the meal offering, and one who brings 
the meal offering to the corner of an altar that he constructs outside 
the courtyard, and one who arranges the shewbread on the table 
outside the Sanctuary, and one who removes the ashes from the 
lamps of the Candelabrum, and one who removes a handful from 
a meal offering, and one who collects the blood of an offering in a 
vessel, if he did so outside the Temple courtyard he is exempt. 


The verse states: “That sacrifices a burnt offering or sacrifice” 
(Leviticus 17:8). Just as sacrificing is the conclusion of the sacri- 
ficial service, so too, any rite that is the conclusion of a sacrificial 
service’ is included. All of these are excluded from the prohibition, 
as there are rites that follow them. 


§ The mishna teaches: Until the Tabernacle was established, pri- 
vate altars were permitted and the sacrificial service was performed 
by the firstborn. The Gemara relates that Rav Huna bar Rav Ketina 
was sitting before Rav Hisda and was reading this verse with 
regard to the revelation at Sinai: “And he sent the young men of 
the children of Israel,’ who offered burnt offerings and sacrificed 
peace offerings of oxen to the Lord” (Exodus 24:5). The young men 
referred to in the verse were the firstborn of the Jewish people. Rav 
Hisda said to him: This is what Rabbi Asi said: They sacrificed the 
offerings and then ceased™ to serve; after that day, the firstborn no 
longer performed the sacrificial service. 


Rav Huna thought to raise a contradiction from the mishna, which 

states that the firstborn performed not only the sacrificial service on 

that day, but also did so until the Tabernacle was established the 

following year. In the meanwhile, he heard Rav Hisda say in the 

name of Rav Adda bar Ahava that the burnt offering that the chil- 
dren of Israel sacrificed in the wilderness before the establishment 
of the Tabernacle did not require flaying of the skin and cutting 

into pieces; it was sacrificed as it was. He therefore raised the con- 
tradiction from a baraita that is equal with regard to both of them, 
i.e., from which Rav Huna could raise a contradiction to both of Rav 
Hisda’s statements. 


And then ceased — 37031: This version of the text includes the 
term: They sacrificed [karvu], before the words: And ceased [ufasku]. 
According to this reading, the term karvu can mean either they, the 


wp AT T” PS 


BACKGROUND 


firstborn, sacrificed (see Rashi), or they, the burnt offerings, were 
sacrificed. According to the Shita Mekubbetzet, this word should be 
removed from the text. 
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As it is taught in a baraita: Until the Tabernacle was established, 
private altars were permitted, the sacrificial service was per- 
formed by the firstborn, and all animals were fit to be sacrificed: 
A domesticated animal, an undomesticated animal, or a bird; 
males and females; unblemished and blemished animals. All 
animal sacrifices were brought from animals and birds that were 
kosher, but not from non-kosher species. 


And all offerings brought before the construction of the Taber- 
nacle were sacrificed as burnt offerings. And the burnt offering 
that the Jewish people sacrificed in the wilderness before the 
Tabernacle was established required flaying of the skin and cut- 
ting into pieces. And today, gentiles are permitted to sacrifice 
offerings on private altars. The baraita states explicitly that until 
the Tabernacle was constructed, the sacrificial service was per- 
formed by the firstborn, and the burnt offering required flaying 
and cutting. 


Rav Hisda replied that with regard to the firstborn, it is a dispute 
between tanna’im, as it is taught in a baraita: God said to Moses 
on Mount Sinai: “And let the priests also that come near to the 


Lord sanctify themselves, lest the Lord break forth upon them” 


(Exodus 19:22). In other words, they should separate themselves 
and not approach the mountain. This command was given one 
day after the burnt offerings and peace offerings were sacrificed in 
anticipation of the revelation at Sinai. With regard to this com- 
mand, Rabbi Yehoshua ben Korha says: This command is a refer- 
ence to the separation of the firstborn," as they functioned as 
priests. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: This command isa reference 
to the separation of Nadav and Avihu, who were priests. 


The Gemara asks: Granted, according to the one who says that 
the command for the priests to sanctify themselves is referring to 
the separation of Nadav and Avihu, this is the meaning of that 
which is written after their death on the eighth day of the inaugu- 
ration of the Tabernacle: “Then Moses said to Aaron: This is it 
that the Lord spoke, saying: Through them that are near to Me 
I will be sanctified...and Aaron held his peace” (Leviticus 10:3). 
Nadav and Avihu had already been warned not to draw too close: 
“Lest the Lord break forth upon them.” 


But according to the one who says that the command for the 
priests to sanctify themselves is referring to the separation of 
the firstborn, where is the allusion to the fact that God would 
be sanctified through Nadav and Avihu? The Gemara replies: 
As it is written: “And there I will meet with the children of 
Israel; and it shall be sanctified by My glory” (Exodus 29:43). 
Do not read it as “by My glory [bikhvodi]”; rather, read it as: 
By My honored ones [bimekhubadai]. God will be sanctified 
by those considered honored by God when He reveals Himself 
in the Tabernacle. 


The Holy One, Blessed be He, said this statement to Moses, 
but Moses did not know its meaning until the sons of Aaron 
died. Once the sons of Aaron died, Moses said to him: Aaron, 
my brother, your sons died only to sanctify the name of 
the Holy One, Blessed be He. When Aaron knew that his 
sons were beloved by the Omnipresent, he was silent and 
received a reward," as it is stated: “And Aaron held his peace 


[vayidom].” 


And likewise in a verse written by David it states: “Resign 
yourself [dom] to the Lord, and wait patiently [vehitholel] for 
Him” (Psalms 37:7). Although He strikes down many corpses 
[halalim] around you, you be silent and do not complain. And 
likewise in a verse written by Solomon it states: “A time to keep 
silence, and a time to speak” (Ecclesiastes 3:7). There are times 
that one is silent and receives reward for the silence, and at 
times one speaks and receives reward for the speech. 


rom the publisher 


NOTES 


That come near to the Lord sanctify themselves... .this 
is the separation of the firstborn — ...wapry "T by DWT 
nigiaa mw it: Even those who intend to approach the 
Lord to sacrifice upon the altar should sanctify themselves 
in their places, and separate, not drawing near to Mount 
Sinai (Rashi's commentary on the Torah). According to 
Rashi and others, this statement, which was made on 
the sixth of the Hebrew month of Sivan, was after the 
covenant with God was entered into, when the “young 
men of the children of Israel” i.e., the firstborn, sacrificed 
the burnt offerings and peace offerings, which occurred 
on the fourth of Sivan. Although the covenant appears 
later (Exodus 24:1), there is no absolute chronological order 
in the Torah. 

Others say the covenant was entered into after the 
giving of the Torah (see, e.g., Ramban on Exodus 24:1); 
the issue is also disputed in the Mekhilta, as noted by the 
Ramban. According to this latter opinion, the phrase “that 
come near to the Lord” refers to those who performed the 
service before the people arrived at Sinai, as when Moses 
built an altar after the war with Amalek (Exodus 17:15; Ibn 
Ezra on Exodus 19:22). 


And it shall be sanctified by My glory. ..but Moses did 
not know its meaning - iy? K.. i233 wpa: The 
term “and it shall be sanctified” ostensibly refers to the 
Tabernacle. Rashi explains that Moses did not know the 
meaning of this statement until he understood that: “Shall 
be sanctified,” refers not to the Tabernacle but to God, 
Who will be sanctified by His honored ones. This seems 
to be the meaning of the continuation of the discussion 
in the Gemara. 

A midrash (Vayikra Rabba 12:2) cited by Tosafot indi- 
cates that Moses knew from the outset that the Tabernacle 
would be sanctified by the glory of God through a great 
person, but he thought that it would be him or Aaron and 
did not know that it would be Nadav and Avihu. Accord- 
ing to this explanation as well, it is possible that Moses 
did not know in what manner God would be sanctified 
through those that are near to Him, and did not realize 
that this would occur through the death of these individu- 
als (Yad David). 


He was silent and received a reward - 13¥ ban pow: 
The Sages (Vayikra Rabba 12:2) infer that the reward was 
Aaron's being exclusively addressed by God in the fol- 
owing passage: “And the Lord spoke to Aaron, saying” 
(Leviticus 10:8). 
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BACKGROUND 
The plains of Moab — axin niay: 


Location of the plains of Moab 


NOTES §=— 
Hayya is included in the term behema - maya z3 mn: 
The Gemara (34a) proves this assertion from the verse: 
“These are the animals [habehema] that you may eat” (Deu- 
teronomy 14:4), which is followed by a list that includes 
undomesticated animals, such as the hart, the gazelle, and 
the roebuck (Rashi). 


Perek XIV 
Daf116 Amuda 


NOTES 


Unblemished status and male status apply to animal 
offerings but...do not apply to birds - manaa nnan nan 
nisiya...pgy: With regard to animals that are fit for use as a 
burnt offering, the verse states: “That you may be accepted, 
you shall offer a male without blemish, of the herd, of the 
sheep, or of the goats” (Leviticus 22:19). Based on the fact that 
the verse mentions only animals, the Sages in Torat Kohanim 
inferred that these halakhot pertain only to animals that are 
sacrificed, but not to birds. Nevertheless, major blemishes, 
eg.,a missing limb, disqualify even birds, as the verse states: 
“Present it now to your governor; will he be pleased with 
you?” (Malachi 1:8). 
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And this is what Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba says that Rabbi Yohanan 
says: What is the meaning of that which is written: “Awesome is 
God out of your holy places” (Psalms 68:36)? Do not read it as: 
“From your holy places [mimikdashekha]”; rather, read it as: 
From your holy ones [mimekudashekha]. When the Holy One, 
Blessed be He, carries out judgment upon His holy ones, He 
is feared, and exalted, and praised by all. In any event, there is 
no contradiction from the baraita which teaches that the first- 
born performed the sacrificial service before the Tabernacle was 
established, as this matter is the subject of a dispute between 
tanna’im. 


But there is still a difficulty with regard to the burnt offering, as 
it was stated in the name of Rav Adda bar Ahava that the burnt 
offering that the Jewish people sacrificed in the wilderness did not 
require flaying of the skin or cutting into pieces, while the baraita 
states that it did. The Gemara replies: This is a dispute between the 
opinions of two tanna’im. As it is taught in a baraita that Rabbi 
Yishmael says: The general statements, i.e., the principles of the 
Torah, were said at Sinai, and the details of the mitzvot that are 
explicated in Leviticus were said to Moses in the Tent of Meeting. 
This includes the halakha that the burnt offering must be flayed and 
cut into pieces. Consequently, it could not have been in effect before 
the construction of the Tabernacle. 


Rabbi Akiva says: Both general statements and the details of 
mitzvot were said at Sinai and later taught again in the Tent of 
Meeting, and taught a third time by Moses to the Jewish people in 
the plains of Moab,’ when he taught the Torah to the people (see 
Deuteronomy 1:1). According to Rabbi Akiva’s opinion, the halakha 
of flaying and cutting into pieces was in effect when the Torah was 
given, even before the construction of the Tabernacle. 


§ The Master said in the baraita: Before the Tabernacle was estab- 
lished, all animals were fit to be sacrificed: A domesticated animal, 
an undomesticated animal, or a bird. The Gemara asks: From 

where are these matters derived? Rav Huna said: As the verse 

states with regard to the offering that was sacrificed after the flood: 
“And Noah built an altar to the Lord, and took of every pure 

animal, and of every pure fowl, and offered burnt offerings on 

the altar” (Genesis 8:20). The Gemara explains: “Animal [behema],” 
is understood in accordance with its plain meaning, a domesti- 
cated animal, and the same is true of fowl; an undomesticated 

animal [hayya] is included in the term “behema” that is stated 

in the verse. 


That which was taught in the baraita: All animals were fit to be 
sacrificed: Males and females, unblemished and blemished ani- 
mals, pertains to that which the Master said as a principle concern- 
ing the halakhot of sacrifices: The requirements that an offering 
must have unblemished status and that a burnt offering must have 
male status apply to animal offerings, but the requirements of 
unblemished status and male status do not apply to birds." 


And in the verses that recount Noah’s sacrifices upon exiting the 
ark, a domesticated animal is juxtaposed with a bird, in the 
verse: “Of every pure animal, and of every pure fowl” (Genesis 
8:20), which teaches that kosher animals had a status identical 
to that of birds, and could be sacrificed whether male or female, 
unblemished or blemished. 
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The Gemara adds: That which was taught in the baraita: Unblemished 
and blemished animals, serves to exclude animals that are lacking a 
limb, which were not fit for sacrifice. As Rabbi Elazar says: From 
where is it derived that an animal that is lacking a limb is forbidden 
to the descendants of Noah, i.e., gentiles, to be used as a sacrifice? 
The verse states with regard to Noah: “And of every living being of 
all flesh, two of every sort shall you bring into the ark” (Genesis 6:19). 
With regard to the phrase: “And of every living being,” which is super- 
fluous, the Torah stated: Bring an animal whose limbs are all living, 
not one lacking a limb, as that animal is disqualified from sacrifice. 


The Gemara challenges: But perhaps this phrase: “And of every living 
being,” serves to exclude an animal with a wound that will cause it 
to die within twelve months [tereifa]" from being fit as a sacrifice. 
The Gemara explains: The disqualification ofa tereifa is derived from 
the phrase: “To keep seed alive” (Genesis 7:3), as a tereifa cannot 
propagate. 


The Gemara challenges: This works out well according to the one 
who says that a tereifa cannot give birth. In this case the disqualifica- 
tion ofthe tereifa is derived from the verse: “To keep seed alive,” while 
the disqualification of the animal lacking a limb is derived from the 
verse: “And of every living being.” But according to the one who says 
that a tereifa can give birth, what can be said? According to this 
opinion, a tereifa cannot be excluded by the phrase: “To keep seed 
alive.” The Gemara explains: Doesn’t the verse state with regard to 
the animals that were brought by Noah into the ark: “You shall bring 
into the ark, to keep them alive with you” (Genesis 6:19)? The term 


“with you” indicates that the verse is stated with regard to animals that 


are similar to you, not a tereifa. 


The Gemara asks: But perhaps Noah himself was a tereifa. If so, one 
cannot exclude a tereifa from the comparison of animals to Noah. The 


Gemara answers: It is written about Noah that he was “complete” 


(Genesis 6:9), which indicates that he was physically whole and 
unblemished. The Gemara challenges: But perhaps the verse means 
that his ways were complete, and it is not referring to Noah’s physical 
attributes. The Gemara explains: It is already written about him that 
he was “righteous” (Genesis 6:9), which means that his actions were 
perfect. Consequently, when the verse says that he was also complete, 
it must be referring to his body. 


The Gemara challenges: But perhaps the verse means that Noah was 
complete in his manner, and he was righteous in his good deeds. 
Accordingly, the verse would not exclude the possibility that Noah 
himself was a tereifa. The Gemara responds: If it enters your mind to 
say that Noah himself was a tereifa, would the Merciful One have 
said to him: Bring in tereifot like you to the ark, but do not bring in 
whole and perfect animals? It is not reasonable to say that there would 
be a preference for him to bring tereifot. Rather, Noah was certainly 
not a tereifa, and the fact that a tereifa is disqualified for sacrifice is 
derived from “with you.” 


The Gemara asks: And once we derive the disqualification of a tereifa 
from the term “with you,” why do I need the phrase “to keep seed 


alive”? The Gemara answers: If one could derive only from “with you,” 


you would say that Noah brought the animals to the ark only for the 
purpose of companionship," and therefore even an animal that is old 
or even one who is castrated can come into the ark, provided that it 


is nota tereifa. Therefore, the Merciful One writes: “To keep seed alive,’ 


which teaches us that only animals that can bear offspring were 
allowed to be brought into the ark. 


NOTES 


NOTES 

But perhaps...a tereifa — mp... A tereifa 
cannot be classified as included in “every living 
being.” It is logical to exclude only a tereifa from 
the category of “every living being,’ and not an 
animal that was missing a limb, since the purpose 
of bringing animals onto the ark was to reestablish 
life on earth after the flood. While a tereifa could 
not serve this purpose, an animal that was missing 
a limb could. 


If one could derive only from “with you” you would say he 
brought them only for companionship — JAX SYNI Im 
xnbya xm): Rashi explains that had the verse not stated: “To 
keep seed alive” the term “with you" would not have been inter- 
preted to mean that the animals must be like you, i.e., not tereifa; 
it would have been interpreted to mean that the animals were 
with Noah for companionship. The phrase: “To keep seed alive,’ 


therefore teaches that the purpose of bringing the animals onto 
the ark was not companionship for Noah but preservation of 
life on Earth. The term “with you” is consequently interpreted 
to mean: Like you, disqualifying a tereifa. 

In his commentary on tractate Avoda Zara (51a), Rashi 
explains that had the verse stated only “with you” it would be 
possible to infer that animals that were not like you, such as a 


tereifa, would be excluded from the ark, but it would still be 
possible to say that an animal that was not a tereifa could be 
brought onto the ark, even if it was infertile. The verse therefore 
states: “To keep seed alive,’ to teach that an animal that was 
infertile, even one that was not a tereifa, could not be brought 
onto the ark. 
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From those that had not been used in the performance 
of sin - pay ya Aaya Nhw ixn: This refers to animals that 
engaged in intercourse only with their mates, and were not 
included in the statement: “For all flesh had corrupted their way 
upon the earth” (Genesis 6:12; see Rashi on Sanhedrin 108b). The 
Sages elsewhere also use the word sin, without qualification, to 
denote forbidden sexual intercourse. Consequently, according 
to Rabbi Yonatan, the term pure animals means those that did 
not commit this sin, while the word impure refers to those that 
did (Hizkuni). 
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§ The baraita also teaches that before the Tabernacle was 
constructed, sacrifices were brought from animals and birds 
that were kosher, but not from non-kosher species. This is 
based on the verse that describes what Noah sacrificed when 
he exited the ark: “And he took of every pure animal and of 
every pure fowl and offered burnt offerings on the altar” (Gen- 
esis 8:20). The Gemara asks: And were there pure and impure 
species at that time, during the period of Noah? The distinc- 
tion between pure, i.e., kosher species, and impure, i.e., non- 
kosher species, was introduced only after the Torah was given 
(see Leviticus, chapter 11). Rabbi Shmuel bar Nahmani says 
that Rabbi Yonatan says: The pure animals that Noah took 
were from those that had not been used in the performance 
of sin." 


The Gemara asks: From where did Noah and his sons know 
which animals had been used in the performance of a sin, in 
order to prevent them from entering the ark? The Gemara 
answers that it is in accordance with the statement of Rav 
Hisda. As Rav Hisda says: Noah caused all of the animals to 
pass before the ark. All animals that the ark accepted, i.e., 
drew in, was known to be pure; if the ark did not accept them, 
it was known that they were impure. 


Rabbi Abbahu says there is a different explanation as to how 
Noah knew which animals were pure or impure. The verse 
states: “And they that went in, went in male and female of all 
flesh” (Genesis 7:16), which means: Those that went in on 
their own. Consequently, Noah did not need to distinguish 
between pure and impure animals, as only the pure ones 
approached. 


§ In describing the sacrificial service before the Tabernacle 
was constructed, the Master said: And all offerings brought 
before the construction of the Tabernacle were sacrificed 
as burnt offerings. The Gemara infers: Burnt offerings, yes, 
were sacrificed, but peace offerings were not sacrificed. The 
Gemara challenges: But with regard to the offerings that were 
sacrificed at Mount Sinai at the time of the giving of the Torah, 
it is written: “And they offered burnt offerings, and sacrificed 
peace offerings of oxen to the Lord” (Exodus 24:5). This 
event occurred prior to the construction of the Tabernacle. 
Rather, say that the baraita means: All offerings sacrificed 
were either burnt offerings or peace offerings." 


The Gemara challenges: And isn’t it taught in another baraita: 
But peace offerings were not sacrificed before the construc- 
tion of the Tabernacle; rather, only burnt offerings were 
sacrificed? Clearly, burnt offerings, yes, were sacrificed, but 
peace offerings were not sacrificed. The Gemara answers 
that this baraita is in accordance with the opinion of the 
one who says that peace offerings were not sacrificed by the 
descendants of Noah. As it was stated that there is a dispute 
between Rabbi Elazar and Rabbi Yosei bar Hanina with 
regard to this: One says that the descendants of Noah sacri- 
ficed peace offerings, and one says that they did not sacrifice 
peace offerings. 


Rather, say: All [hakol] offerings sacrificed were burnt 
offerings or peace offerings, etc. - mibiy amp ben XIN xx 
3) ogy: This version of the text is that ofthe version of the 
Gemara in Ein Ya'akov, which follows the Sephardic tradition 
and differs on occasion from the standard version (see Birkat 
HaZevah). 

The version of the Gemara used by Rashi and Rabbeinu 
Hananel, as well as the version found in the old printed edi- 
tions of the Gemara, reads: Rather, say: For all [/akol], burnt 
offerings were sacrificed. The term: For all, indicates that for all 
people, burnt offerings were sacrificed until the construction 


of the Tabernacle. Once the Jews were no longer categorized 
as descendants of Noah, i.e., after the giving of the Torah, they 
began to sacrifice peace offerings, as is mentioned in the con- 
text of the revelation at Sinai. 

Alternatively, Rabbeinu Hananel explains that the phrase: 
For all burnt offerings were sacrificed, means that the peace 
offerings that were sacrificed by the descendants of Noah were 
also burned completely, like a burnt offering. In contrast to 
a burnt offering, the sacrificial portions and the meat of the 
ffering were burned separately, and the Jews began partaking 
of the meat of the peace offerings after the giving of the Torah. 
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The Gemara explains the two opinions: What is the reasoning of the 
one who says that the descendants of Noah sacrificed peace offer- 
ings? As it is written: “And Abel, he also brought of the firstborn of 
his flock and of the fat thereof” (Genesis 4:4). Abel, like all gentiles, 
is categorized as a descendant of Noah. The verse emphasizes that the 
fat was sacrificed. The Gemara analyzes: What is an item, i.e., an offer- 
ing, the fat of which is sacrificed upon the altar, but that is not sacri- 
ficed in its entirety upon the altar? You must say: This is the peace 
offering, the meat of which is consumed. 


What is the reasoning of the one who says that they did not sacrifice 
peace offerings? As it is written: “Awake [uri], O north; and come, 
south... Let my beloved come into his garden, and eat his precious 
fruits” (Song of Songs 4:16). The Gemara interprets this homiletically: 
The nation, i.e., the nations of the world, who are the descendants of 
Noah, whose acts, i.e., sacrifices, are only in the north, i.e., they sacrifice 
only burnt offerings, which are slaughtered and their blood collected 
in the north of the Temple courtyard, shall be removed [titna’er], 
and in its place shall come the Jewish nation, whose acts, i.e., sacrifices, 
are in the north and in the south, as they sacrifice burnt offerings, 
whose rites are performed in the north, and peace offerings, whose rites 
may also be performed in the south, as the entire courtyard is fit for 
their rites. 


The Gemara asks: And also according to the Master who holds that the 
descendants of Noah did not sacrifice peace offerings, isn’t it written: 
“And of the fat thereof,” from which it may be derived that Abel sacri- 
ficed a peace offering? The Gemara answers: “The fat thereof,” does not 
mean that Abel sacrificed only the fats of his offerings; rather, it means 
that he sacrificed the fattest of them, i.e., the fattest and choicest of 

his animals. 


The Gemara asks: And also according to the Master who holds that 
the descendants of Noah did sacrifice peace offerings, isn’t it written: 
“Awake, O north,” from which it may be derived that the nations of the 
world do not sacrifice peace offerings? The Gemara answers: In his 
opinion, that verse is written with regard to the ingathering of the 
exiles, i.e., the Jewish exiles will come from the north and the south. 


With regard to the opinion that the descendants of Noah did not sacri- 
fice peace offerings, the Gemara asks: But isn’t it written: “And Moses 
said: You must also give into our hand sacrifices [zevahim] and burnt 
offerings, that we may sacrifice to the Lord our God” (Exodus 10:25)? 
This indicates that sacrifices [zevahim], i.e., peace offerings, were sacri- 
ficed before the Torah was given. The Gemara answers: In this context, 

“zevahim” is referring to animals to be used for consumption, as the 
word zevah can also be translated as an animal for slaughter, and “burnt 
offerings” is referring to animals to be used for sacrifice. 


The Gemara asks: But isn’t it written before the giving of the Torah: 
“And Yitro, Moses’ father-in-law, took a burnt offering and sacrifices 
[zevahim] for God” (Exodus 18:12)? Since the word zevahim there is 
referring to sacrifices, as the verse clearly states that Yitro took them for 
God, evidently peace offerings were sacrificed before the giving of the 
Torah. The Gemara answers: That verse was written with regard to the 
period after the giving of the Torah, when the Jewish people were 
permitted to sacrifice peace offerings. 


The Gemara notes: This works out well according to the one who 
says that the episode with Yitro was after the giving of the Torah. 
But according to the one who says that the episode with Yitro was 
before the giving of the Torah, what can be said? As it was stated: 
The sons of Rabbi Hiyya and Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi engage in a 
dispute concerning this issue. One says that the episode with Yitro 
was before the giving of the Torah, and one says that the episode 
with Yitro was after the giving of the Torah. The Gemara answers: 
The one who says that the episode with Yitro was before the giving 
of the Torah maintains that the descendants of Noah did sacrifice 
peace offerings. 
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§ The Gemara notes that the disagreement between amora’im with 
regard to when Yitro came to Mount Sinai is like a dispute between 
tanna’im: The Torah states with regard to Yitro, before he came to 
Mount Sinai: “Now Yitro, the priest of Midian, Moses’ father-in- 
law, heard of all that God had done for Moses, and for Israel His 
people, how the Lord had brought Israel out of Egypt” (Exodus 
18:1). What tiding did he hear that he came and converted? Rabbi 
Yehoshua says: He heard about the war with Amalek, as it is 
written adjacent to the verses that state that Yitro came: “And 
Joshua weakened Amalek and his people with the edge of the 
sword” (Exodus 17:13). 


Rabbi Elazar HaModa’i says: He heard about the giving of the 
Torah and came. As when the Torah was given to the Jewish 
people, the voice of the Holy One, Blessed be He, went from one 
end of the world to the other end, and all of the kings of the 
nations of the world were overcome with trembling in their 
palaces and recited a song of praise, as it is stated: “The voice of 
the Lord makes the hinds to calve...and in his palace all say: 
Glory” (Psalms 29:9), i.e., each king in his own palace recited songs 
of praise to God. 


At that time, all of the kings gathered around Balaam the wicked, 
who was the greatest gentile prophet, and said to him: What is the 
tumultuous sound, i.e., the loud noise, that we have heard? Per- 
haps a flood is coming to destroy the world, as it is stated: “The 
Lord sat enthroned at the flood” (Psalms 29:10)? Balaam said to 
them: “The Lord sits as King forever” (Psalms 29:10), which 
means that the Holy One, Blessed be He, already took an oath 
after the flood never to bring a flood to the world, as it is stated: 


“And the waters shall no more become a flood” (Genesis 9:15). 


The kings said to him: He will not bring a flood of water, as he 
vowed, but perhaps He will bring a flood of fire, as in the future 
the Lord will punish the nations with fire, as it is stated: “For by 
fire will the Lord contend, and by His sword with all flesh; and 
the slain of the Lord shall be many” (Isaiah 66:16). Balaam said to 
them: He already took an oath that He will not destroy all flesh 
in any manner, as it is stated: “To destroy all flesh” (Genesis 9:15). 
Therefore, there will not be a flood of fire. 


They asked: And if so, what is this tumultuous sound that we 
have heard? Balaam said to them: He has a good and precious 
item in His treasury, that was hidden away with Him for 974 
generations before the world was created, and He seeks to give 
it to his children, as it is stated: “The Lord will give strength 
to His people” (Psalms 29:11). “Strength” is a reference to the 
Torah, which is the strength of the Jewish people. Immediately, 
they all began to say: “The Lord will bless His people with peace” 
(Psalms 29:11). 


The Gemara offers another explanation of what Yitro heard: Rabbi 
Eliezer says: He heard about the splitting of the Red Sea and 
came, as it is stated in a similar context with regard to the splitting 
of the Jordan in the days of Joshua: “And it came to pass, when all 
the kings of the Amorites, that were beyond the Jordan westward, 
and all the kings of the Canaanites, that were by the sea, heard how 
that the Lord had dried up the waters of the Jordan from before 
the children of Israel, until they were passed over, that their heart 
melted, neither was there spirit in them anymore, because of the 
children of Israel” (Joshua 5:1). And even Rahab the prostitute 
said to Joshua’s messengers: “For we have heard how the Lord 
dried up the water of the Red Sea before you” (Joshua 2:10). 


The Gemara asks: What is different there, i.e., with regard to the 
splitting of the Jordan, where the verse states: “Neither was there 
spirit in them anymore,’ and what is different here, i.e., in the 
statement of Rahab, where the verse states: “Neither did there 
remain [kama] any more spirit in any man” (Joshua 2:11)? 
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The Gemara replies that Rahab used this phrase euphemistically, to 
say that their fear was so great that their male organs were not even 
able to become erect, as “kama” also means rise. The Gemara asks: 
And how did Rahab know this? The Gemara replies: As the Master 
said: You do not have any prince or ruler" at that time who did not 
engage in intercourse with Rahab the prostitute. 


The Gemara adds that the Sages said with regard to Rahab: She 
was ten years old when the Jewish people left Egypt, and she 
engaged in prostitution all forty years that the Jewish people 
were in the wilderness. After that, when she was fifty years old, 
she converted when the two spies visited her. She said: May all 
of my sins of prostitution be forgiven me as a reward for having 
endangered myself with the rope, window, and flax, by means of 
which I saved Joshua's two spies. Rahab first concealed the spies in 
stalks of flax, and later assisted them in exiting her home by lowering 
them from the window with a rope (see Joshua 2:6 and 2:15). 


§ The Master said in the baraita that discussed the sacrifice of offer- 
ings before the construction of the Tabernacle: And today gentiles 
are permitted to do so,“ i.e., to sacrifice offerings outside the 
Temple courtyard, despite the fact that this is forbidden for the 
Jews. The Gemara asks: From where are these matters derived? As 
the Sages taught with regard to the verses that prohibit the slaughter 
of offerings outside the Temple: “Speak to Aaron, and to his sons, 
and to all the children of Israel” (Leviticus 17:2). This indicates that 
only Jews are commanded with regard to offerings slaughtered 
outside the Temple, but gentiles are not commanded with regard 
to offerings slaughtered outside the Temple. 


Therefore, each and every gentile may, if he desires, construct a 
private altar for himself, and sacrifice upon it whatever he desires. 
Rabbi Ya’akov bar Aha says that Rav Asi says: Although it is permit- 
ted for gentiles to sacrifice offerings outside the Temple courtyard, 
it is prohibited for a Jew to assist them or to fulfill their agency in 
this matter, as sacrificing in this manner is forbidden for a Jew. Rabba 
said: But to instruct them how to sacrifice outside the Temple is 
permitted. 


This is similar to that incident in which Ifera Hurmiz,’ the mother 
of King Shapur of Persia, sent an offering to Rava, with which she 
sent this message to him: Sacrifice this for me, for the sake of 
Heaven. Rava said to Rav Safra and to Rav Aha bar Huna: Go, take 
two gentile youths of the same age, i.e., similar to one another, so 
that the sacrifice will be performed with maximal beauty, and see 
where the sea currently raises silt [sirton], which is a place that no 
one has used before. And take new wood and bring out fire from 
new vessels, and the two youths will sacrifice the offering for her, 
for the sake of Heaven. 


Abaye said to Rava: In accordance with whose opinion was the 
instruction to sacrifice exclusively with new wood? Was it in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Elazar ben Shammua? As it is 
taught in a baraita that Rabbi Elazar ben Shammua says: Just as 
the altar is a place that is not used by an ordinary person, so too, 
the wood that will be used must not be used by an ordinary 
person." The Gemara asks: But doesn’t Rabbi Elazar ben Shammua 
concede that in the case ofa private altar the wood need not be new? 


Ifera Hurmiz — "ayn KW: Queen Ifera Hurmiz was the mother of 
Shapur ıı, king of Persia, 309-379 CE. Since Shapur became king as 
a child, his mother maintained considerable influence over him for 


PERSONALITIES 
Gemara as an admirer of Judaism and the Sages. She even gave money 
to several Sages to distribute as charity and for the performance of 
mitzvot. 


many years. lfera Hurmiz is mentioned on several occasions in the 


NOTES 


You do not have any prince or ruler — y Px 
mN wha: The verse therefore states: “Neither 
did there remain any more spirit in any man 
[be'ish]” as the word “man [ish]" refers to a 
person of high stature. 


And today gentiles are permitted to do so - 
12 miwy> pwi ma paa mis: This applies 
not only to sacrificing upon a private altar 
but also to the other halakhot mentioned in 
this regard: They may sacrifice domesticated 
animals, undomesticated animals, and birds; 
male and female animals; and blemished and 
unblemished animals. 


HALAKHA 

Sacrifice by gentiles - mian mivayp: It is per- 
mitted for gentiles to sacrifice burnt offerings 
o the Lord in any place, provided the offer- 
ings are sacrificed upon a private altar that was 
built by the gentile. It is prohibited for a Jew 
o assist in this sacrificial service or to act as 
he gentile’s agent, but a Jew may instruct the 
gentile in the proper procedure for sacrifice. A 
Jew who slaughters a gentile’s offering outside 
he Temple courtyard is liable (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 19:16). 


The wood must not be used by an ordinary 
person — biTT [1a wanw» Kw oxy: Wood 
salvaged from a demolished building is per- 
manently disqualified for the arrangement of 
wood on the altar; only new wood that has 
never been used for any other purpose is fit. 
This ruling is in accordance with the Tosefta 
(Menahot 9:4) and the opinion of Rabbi Elazar 
ben Shammua (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Issurei Mizbe‘ah 6:2 and Lehem Mishne there; 
see Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 147:1 and the 
commentaries there). 


LANGUAGE 


Silt [sirton] — ;ie tw: From the Greek ovptéc, 
surtos, meaning swept, washed down by a 
river. 
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LANGUAGE 


Turbal - bane: Apparently from the Greek tpiBoaAos, 
tribolos. Among its meanings is: Sledge or threshing 
machine. In essence, it is a heavy wooden board that 
contains notches or spikes on its underside so that 
when it is dragged by an animal over grain on the 
threshing floor, the act of threshing, i.e., the separation 
of the grain kernels from the stalks, takes place. 


Threshing board 


Serrated board [kurkesa] - xppp: Apparently from the 
Greek kipxog, kirkos; or xpikoç, krikos, meaning circle, 
circular object, or ring. Among its meanings is: A wheel 
used for threshing. 


Wheeled threshing board from the mishnaic period 
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As it is taught in a baraita: With regard to David's purchase of the 
site of the Temple, when he wished to build an altar there at God’s 
instruction, one verse states: “So David gave to Ornan for the 
place six hundred shekels of gold by weight. And David built there 
an altar to the Lord, and offered burnt offerings and peace offerings” 
(1 Chronicles 21:25-26). And it is written elsewhere: “So David 
bought the threshing floor and the oxen for fifty shekels of silver. 
And David built there an altar to the Lord, and offered burnt offer- 
ings and peace offerings” (11 Samuel 24:24-25). How can these texts 
be reconciled? 


David would collect from each tribe of the twelve tribes fifty 
shekels, which are a sum of six hundred shekels. Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi says in the name of Abba Yosei ben Dostai that there is 
another explanation: David purchased the cattle and the wood 
and the site of the altar for fifty shekels,. and he purchased the 
site of the entire Temple for six hundred shekels. 


Rabbi Elazar ben Shammua says likewise: David purchased the 

cattle and the wood and the site of the altar for fifty shekels, and 

the site of the entire Temple for six hundred shekels, as it is writ- 
ten: “And Araunah said to David: Let my lord the king take and 

offer that which is good in his eyes; see the cattle for the burnt 

offering, and the threshing tools, and the implements of the 

cattle for the wood” (11 Samuel 24:22), to which David replied: “No, 
but I will buy it from you at a price” (11 Samuel 24:24). Conse- 
quently, according to the opinion of Rabbi Elazar ben Shammua, 
David purchased the threshing instruments and the furniture of the 

oxen for use as wood. And Rava could have said to you in response: 

There too, in the case of David, the verse is dealing with new vessels 

that had not yet been used. 


The Gemara asks: What are “the threshing instruments [morigim]” 
mentioned in the verse? Ulla said: It is a turbal' bed. The Gemara 

asks: What is a turbal bed? Abaye said: It is a heavy, serrated board 

[dekurkesa],' used for threshing. Abaye said: What is the verse 

from which the meaning of morigim is derived? “Behold, I have 

made you a new threshing board [morag] having sharp teeth; you 

shall thresh the mountains, and beat them small, and shall make 

the hills as chaff” (Isaiah 41:15). This verse indicates that a morag 

has grooves and teeth, and is used for threshing. 


With regard to the contradiction between the verses that relate 
the sum of shekels paid by David, the Gemara says that Rava 
was teaching these verses to his son, and raised a contradiction 
between verses: It is written: “So David gave to Ornan... six 
hundred shekels of gold by weight” (1 Chronicles 21:25), and it is 
written: “So David bought... fifty shekels of silver” (11 Samuel 
24:24). How can these texts be reconciled? David would collect 
from each tribe of the twelve tribes fifty shekels, which are a sum 
of six hundred shekels. 


The Gemara asks: But these verses are still difficult, as they contra- 
dict one another, since there in the book of Samuel it is stated that 
David paid silver shekels, while here in Chronicles it is stated that 
he paid gold shekels. The Gemara replies: Rather, this is what 
the verses are saying: David would collect from each tribe silver 
shekels that had the value of fifty gold shekels in weight, so that 
the value of the final sum was equal to six hundred gold shekels. 


NOTES 


The cattle and the wood and the site of the altar for fifty 
shekels — wwana nam Dip oY Wa: According to the 
standard version of the text, there is no difference between the 
opinion of Abba Yosei ben Dostai and that of Rabbi Elazar ben 
Shammua. Rashi suggests that this version is erroneous and that 


the text should follow the version in the Sifrei, according to which, 


in the opinion of Rabbi Elazar ben Shammua, the site of the altar 
was included in the six hundred shekels; only the cattle, their 
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instruments and the threshing instruments were purchased for 
fifty shekels. He interprets the verses as comprising two separate 
clauses: “So David bought the threshing floor and the oxen for 
fifty shekels of silver” (Il Samuel 24:24), to mean that only the 
cattle and its accessories were purchased for fifty shekels, while 
the threshing floor was purchased for six hundred shekels, as 
stated in Chronicles. This is the explanation given by Rabbeinu 
Hananel as well. 
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§ The mishna teaches that once the Tabernacle was established in 
the wilderness, offerings of lesser sanctity were eaten throughout 
the camp of Israel. Rav Huna says: This means that offerings of 
lesser sanctity were eaten in any of the places that an Israelite would 
be found. But there was no actual camp," outside of which it was 
prohibited to eat the offerings. 


Rav Nahman raised an objection to Rav Huna: And were there 
not camps when the Jews were in the wilderness?" But isn’t it 
taught in a baraita (see Tosefta, Kelim Bava Kamma 1:12): Just as 
there was a camp in the wilderness that was divided into different 
sections, with each section having particular halakhot pertaining to 
the consumption of offerings and to the ritually impure individuals 
who were prohibited from entering there, so too, there is a corre- 
sponding camp in Jerusalem: The area from the walls of Jerusalem 
to the Temple Mount has the status of the Israelite camp. The area 
from the Temple Mount to Nicanor’s Gate at the entrance to the 
Temple courtyard has the status of the Levite camp. 


From that point onward, i.e., from the entrance to the Temple 
courtyard, the area has the status of the camp of the Divine Pres- 
ence; and the Temple courtyard has the same status as the area 
within the curtains surrounding the courtyard of the Tabernacle in 
the wilderness. 


The Gemara replies: Rather, say that Rav Huna meant that when 
the Tabernacle was in the wilderness, offerings of lesser sanctity 
could be consumed wherever the Israelite camp was located." The 
Gemara asks: Isn’t that obvious? Wherever the Jews were located 
in the wilderness was where the Israelite camp was. The Gemara 
responds: Lest you say that during the periods of travel between 
encampments the offerings were taken outside the Israelite camp, 
and were thereby disqualified due to the meat’s leaving the area 
within the partitions, Rav Huna teaches us that the meat is not 
disqualified. 


The Gemara asks: But why not say that this is indeed so, i.e., that 
the meat is disqualified because it left the camp? The Gemara 
answers that the verse states: “Then the Tent of Meeting, with the 
camp of the Levites, shall travel in the midst of the camps; as they 
encamp, so shall they travel” (Numbers 2:17), which indicates that 
although it traveled from its place it is still the Tent of Meeting." 
Similarly, the Israelite camp retains its status even while traveling. 


NOTES 


But there was no actual camp - *7 xb Sew mana bax: 
According to Rashi, this means that an Israelite who left the 
camp was still permitted to consume the meat of offerings of 
lesser sanctity. Rabbeinu Hananel interprets this in the opposite 
manner: With regard to the consumption of offerings, there was 
no Israelite camp, only a Levite camp and the camp of the Divine 
Presence, and offerings of lesser sanctity could be consumed 
only in the Levite camp. 


Say they could be consumed wherever the Israelite camp 
was located — byw mana pipa dea ix: Rashi interprets this 
to mean that the offerings were not disqualified during their 
periods of travel, although they did not actually consume offer- 
ings while traveling. According to this interpretation, the phrase: 
Wherever the Israelite camp was located, means: Wherever the 
Israelites encamped, since it was only at that point that they 
were permitted to consume offerings. Tosafot hold that the 
Gemara indicates earlier (61b) that offerings of lesser sanctity 
could be consumed during periods of travel. This appears to be 
the opinion of Rabbeinu Hananel as well. Rashi there interprets 
the Gemara differently from Tosafot. 


Although it traveled from its place it is still the Tent of 
Meeting - x17 Yin bax yow 1 by 4x: The same is true of the 
entire camp of the Divine Presence: Anything that had initially 
been within the curtains, e.g., the shewbread, was not disquali- 
fied due to having left the designated area (Rid, citing Menahot 


95a). The same halakha applies to the Israelite camp as well. 
This explanation is in accordance with Rashi’s opinion (61a and 
here), that it was permitted to eat offerings of the most sacred 
order after the Tabernacle and curtains were dismantled prior to 
traveling but while the altar was still standing, as well as during 
the next encampment after the Tabernacle was reassembled 
and the curtains erected. In both cases, the offerings were not 
considered disqualified due to having left the designated area. 
Tosafot (here and Menahot 95a) hold that the conclusion 
of the discussion in Menahot indicates that the Gemara here 
is referring only to offerings of lesser sanctity in the Israelite 
camp, not the camp of the Divine Presence, which existed only 
when a partition was present. Therefore, even after encamp- 
ment, with regard to offerings of the most sacred order, only 
new offerings were permitted to be eaten, and only after the 
curtains surrounding the Tabernacle courtyard were erected. 
Any shewbread that did not remain on the Table during the 
ime of travel was disqualified due to having left the designated 
area. The statement: Although it traveled from its place it is still 
he Tent of Meeting, refers, as the Gemara in Menahot notes, to 
he position of the tribes, teaching that the place of the Tent of 
eeting constituted the center of the camp of Israel, and the 
ribes all remained in their positions relative to it during the 
ime of travel as well. With regard to the camp of the Divine 
Presence, a partition was necessary, which was lacking during 
heir travel. 


HALAKHA 

Camps in the wilderness — aaa Mian: There were 
hree camps in the wilderness: The Israelite camp; the 
Levite camp; and the camp of the Divine Presence, which 
was located from the entrance of the courtyard of the 
Tent of Meeting and inward. In the time of the Temple 
here was a corresponding division: The area from the 
entrance to Jerusalem until the Temple Mount had the 
status of the Israelite camp, the area from the entrance of 
he Temple Mount until the entrance to the Temple court- 
yard, i.e. Nicanor's gate, had the status of the Levite camp, 
and the area from the entrance of the Temple courtyard 
and inward had the status of the camp of the Divine Pres- 
ence. In addition, the women's courtyard and the rampart 
had additional elevated sanctity in the Temple (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 7:1; see 716-17). 
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§ With regard to the division of Jerusalem into three camps, it is 
taught in a baraita that Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai says: There was 
an additional camp in Jerusalem, within the area of the Temple 
Mount, and it was the rampart of the women’s courtyard." The 
Sages rendered it prohibited for certain ritually impure individuals 
to enter that area, but they would not punish them for entering it, 
as by Torah law it does not constitute a distinct section of the 
Temple Mount but has the status of the Levite camp. The baraita 
adds: And when the Tabernacle was in Shiloh there were only 
two camps. 


The Gemara asks: Which of the three camps that were present in 
the wilderness was not present in Shiloh? Rabba said: It stands 
to reason that the Levite camp was present, but the Israelite camp 
was not. As, ifit enters your mind to say that the Levite camp was 
not present in Shiloh, 


NOTES 


There was an additional camp in Jerusalem and it was the 
rampart of the women’s courtyard — nw bom ADA Ins Tiy 
xI Dwa: This version of the text in the Gemara appears to be 
somewhat difficult. Rashi, who interprets the word additional as 
meaning an additional camp, probably had a version that read: 
And it was the women's courtyard, as the singular language 
indicates there is only one camp mentioned in the baraita; this 
is the version of the Shita Mekubbetzet as well. This interpreta- 
tion understands the Gemara as follows: There is a distinction 
between the city of Jerusalem, i.e., the Israelite camp, and the 
Temple Mount, i.e., the Levite camp, in that it is prohibited for 
a zav, a zava, a menstruating woman, and a woman who has 
recently given birth to enter the Temple Mount while in a state 
of ritual impurity, just as it was prohibited for them to enter the 
Levite camp in the wilderness. The Sages demarcated additional 
areas within the Temple Mount, one of which was the women’s 
courtyard, into which, according to tradition, Jehoshaphat and 


his court decreed that one who immersed on that day may not 
enter it, despite the fact that by Torah law they were permitted to 
do so (see Kelim 1:8). 

A different version of the text of the Gemara reads: There was 
an additional camp in Jerusalem, and it was the rampart and 
the women’s courtyard. This is in accordance with the version 
in the Tosefta (Kelim Bava Kamma 1:8): Rabbi Shimon says: The 
rampart and the women’s courtyard have an elevated level of 
stringency within the Temple. This version refers to the rampart 
as well, which was another small area that was surrounded by 
a wall. That wall was the latticed gate mentioned in the Mishna 
(see Middot 2:3), and it was forbidden for gentiles and those who 
contracted impurity from a corpse to enter that area. According 
to this version, the word: Additional, refers in the singular to the 
elevated level of stringency associated with those two areas (see 
Rabbeinu Hananel). 
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it would consequently be found that both zavim and those who 

are ritually impure from impurity imparted by a corpse are sent 

out of one camp, i.e., the camp of the Divine Presence, and both 

are permitted in the Israelite camp. But the Torah said with regard 

to sending the ritually impure out of the camp: “Outside the 

camp you shall put them; that they will not defile their camps” 
(Numbers 5:3). 


The use of the plural “camps” indicates: Give a specific camp to this 
group, i.e., those who are ritually impure from impurity imparted 
by a corpse, who may enter the Levite camp but are forbidden to 
enter the camp of the Divine Presence, and give a specific camp to 
this group, i.e., those who are zavim, who may enter the Israelite 
camp but are forbidden to enter the camp of the Divine presence 
or the Levite camp. If there were no Levite camp in Shiloh, it would 
follow that both a zav and one who is ritually impure from the 
impurity imparted by a corpse are sent out of only one camp, and 
there is no distinction between them. 


Rava said to him: Rather, what would you say instead? Would 
you say that the Israelite camp was not present in Shiloh? If so, 
it would be found that zavim and lepers are both sent to one 
place, i.e., outside the Levite camp. But the Torah said with regard 
to the leper: “He shall dwell alone; outside the camp shall his 
dwelling be” (Leviticus 13:46). The word “alone” teaches that 
another ritually impure person should not dwell with him. 
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Rather, it must be that actually, all three camps were present in 
Shiloh, and what is the meaning of that which was taught with 
regard to Shiloh: There were only two camps? It is with regard 
to the fact that the Levite camp did not provide refuge® to one 
who unintentionally killed another. The Gemara asks: By infer- 
ence, does this mean that in the wilderness the Levite camp did 
provide refuge to those who unintentionally killed others? 


The Gemara replies: Yes, and so it is taught in a baraita with regard 
to the verse concerning the cities of refuge. The verse states: “And 
one who did not lie in wait... and I will appoint for you a place 
where he may flee” (Exodus 21:13). The phrase “I will appoint for 
you” teaches that God said to Moses: There will be a place that 
provides refuge for unintentional murderers even during your 
lifetime." The term “a place” means that it will be from your 
place," meaning the Levite camp served as the place that provided 
refuge in the wilderness. “Where he may flee” teaches that the 
Jews would exile unintentional murderers in the wilderness as 
well, before they entered the land. To where did they exile unin- 
tentional murderers when they were in the wilderness? They exiled 
them to the Levite camp, which provided refuge. 


From here the Sages said: A Levite who killed unintentionally" 
is exiled from one Levite city to another Levite city. And if he 
was exiled to another area within his city, he is admitted to his 
city, i.e., it provides him with refuge. 


The Gemara asks: What is the verse from which the principle is 
derived that one who was already exiled to a city of refuge and who 
then killed another person is exiled to another area in that same 
city? Rav Aha, son of Rav Ika, says that the verse: “For in his city 
of refuge he shall dwell” (Numbers 35:28), indicates that he can 
be exiled to a city in which he was already admitted, as the verse 
is referring to it as his city, and he shall continue to reside there. 


§ The mishna teaches that when the Jewish people arrived at 
Gilgal private altars were permitted. The Gemara elaborates: The 
Sages taught in a baraita: Any offering that was brought due to 
a vow," or contributed voluntarily, was sacrificed on a private 
altar; and any offering that is neither brought due to a vow 
nor contributed voluntarily, but rather is compulsory, was not 
sacrificed on a private altar. Therefore, a meal offering, which is 
generally brought voluntarily, and offerings of a nazirite, which 
have the status of vow offerings as no one is compelled to become 
a nazirite, were sacrificed upon a private altar. This is the state- 
ment of Rabbi Meir. And the Rabbis say: Only burnt offerings 
and peace offerings were sacrificed upon a private altar, not meal 
offerings or offerings of a nazirite. 


NOTES 


BACKGROUND 
City of refuge - vyp vy: The Torah prescribes the 
mitzva of establishing cities of refuge to protect those 
who unwittingly kill another (see Numbers 35:10-34 and 
Deuteronomy 19:1-13). The Sages explain that anyone 
who causes another's death must flee to a city of refuge. 
From there, he is taken to his trial. If he is convicted of 
intentional murder, he is executed. If the victim's death 
was a complete accident, the killer is released. If the 
court decides that he is guilty of negligent manslaughter, 
he must return to the city of refuge and remain there 
hroughout the lifetime of the High Priest. If he leaves 
he city of refuge for any reason, he may be killed by 
he blood redeemer, who is the closest relative of the 
victim. After the death of the High Priest, he may return 
o his own city. 
The Torah mandates the establishment of six cities of 
refuge, three west of the Jordan River and three east of 
he Jordan. The six cities were among the forty-eight cit- 
ies given to the Levites. The Sages explain that the other 
orty-two cities given to the Levites (see Numbers 35:2-8) 
also served as cities of refuge. 


HALAKHA 

A Levite who killed unintentionally - 37W nb ja: 
A Levite who kills unintentionally while in his own Levite 
city, which is a city of refuge, is exiled to another city. If 
he killed outside a Levite city and fled to his own city, 
his city provides refuge, since all Levite cities provide 
refuge (Rambam Sefer Nezikin, Hilkhot Rotze‘ah UShmirat 
HaNefesh 7:5, 8:9). 


And | will appoint for you a place during your lifetime — 
wna pip p mawy: Rashi explains that this refers to the cities 
of refuge that Moses established in his lifetime, as stated in the 
verse: “Then Moses separated three cities beyond the Jordan” 
(Deuteronomy 4:41). The Ritva on tractate Makkot (12b) main- 
tains that it is more reasonable to interpret that statement in 
the context of the Gemara’s discussion, i.e., that the halakhot 
of exile were in effect in the Levite camp in the wilderness. 


A place, your place — 7yaipr nip: Rashi’s version of the text 
of the Gemara apparently read: For you a place, your place. In 
other words, the place referred to by the verse is your place, i.e., 
the Levite camp. This serves as the source for the halakha that 
all Levite cities in Eretz Yisrael provide refuge. 

There are also other versions of the text (see Makkot 12b) 
which indicate not only that the towns provide refuge but also 


that Levites can be exiled, and that the Levite cities provide 
refuge to them as well. It is with regard to this that the Gemara 
says: From here the Sages said that a Levite who killed unin- 
tentionally is exiled from one Levite city to another Levite city. 
The Ritva on tractate Makkot suggests that according to Rashi, 
the words: From here the Sages said, refer to the latter part 
of the sentence, which states that if a Levite was exiled to his 
own city, his city provides refuge, as the Levite camp provided 
refuge in the wilderness despite the fact that the Levites were 
all located there. 


And if he was exiled to his city he is admitted to his city - 
whip ins isbad Ta DW: Tosafot note that from the manner in 
which this halakha is formulated, it seems that a Levite should 
be exiled to a different city ab initio, and it is only if he stayed 
within his city that he is allowed to remain there. Alternatively, it 


is merely a recommendation that the Levite be exiled to another 
city, so that he will be afforded a greater range of area in which 
he can reside (see Makkot 12b). The Ritva, citing Rashi, explains 
that the case discussed in the Gemara is one of a Levite who 
was already in exile for an unintentional killing, who then killed 
unintentionally again within his city of exile (see Sefat Emet). 


Any offering that was brought due to a vow, etc. - ^3) ap b3: 
The mishna in tractate Kinnim (1:1) explains the distinction 
between a vow offering and a voluntary offering: In the case 
of a vow offering, one states: It is incumbent upon me to bring 
an offering, and the donor bears financial responsibility for the 
loss or death of the animal. In the case of a voluntary offering, 
one states: It is incumbent upon me to bring this animal as an 
offering. In that case, if the animal dies or is stolen the donor is 
no longer obligated to bring an offering. 
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NOTES 


Any offering that the public or an individual could 
sacrifice — papa PT) Naya bp: Based on Rabbi 
Yehuda’s statement, Which does not distinguish 
between the public and an individual with regard to 
a public altar, it may be inferred that according to the 
opinion of Rabbi Meir and the Rabbis, the distinction 
between individual offerings and communal ones 
extends to a great public altar as well: The public 
sacrifices obligatory offerings upon a great public 
altar, while an individual may sacrifice upon it only 
vow offerings and gift offerings. The Paschal offering 
was sacrificed in Gilgal despite the fact that it is an 
individual obligation, both because the entire Jewish 
people sacrifice it on the same day and because it is 
eaten in groups; this confers upon it the status of a 
communal offering (Rashi). 
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NOTES 


Rabbi Yehuda says: Any offering that the public or an individual 
could sacrifice" in the Tent of Meeting in the wilderness could 
also be sacrificed in the Tent of Meeting in Gilgal. What, then, is 
the difference between the Tent of Meeting in the wilderness and 
the Tent of Meeting in Gilgal? During the period of the Tent of 
Meeting in the wilderness private altars were not permitted and 
offerings could be sacrificed only in the Tabernacle, while during 
the period of the Tent of Meeting in Gilgal private altars were 
permitted. But even if one desired to sacrifice an offering upon his 
private altar on his roof, he could still sacrifice upon it only burnt 
offerings and peace offerings. 


And the Rabbis say: Any offering that the public could sacrifice 
in the Tent of Meeting in the wilderness could also be sacrificed 
in the Tent of Meeting in Gilgal, and here, in the Tabernacle 
in Gilgal, and there, upon private altars, only burnt offerings 
and peace offerings were sacrificed for an individual. Rabbi 
Shimon says: Even the public did not sacrifice every type of 
offering in the Tent of Meeting in Gilgal; they sacrificed only 
Paschal offerings 


and compulsory public offerings that have a set time" to be sacri- 
ficed, e.g., daily offerings and additional offerings. Public offerings 
that do not have a set time were not sacrificed upon the great 
public altar in Gilgal. 


Q The Gemara explains the various opinions cited in the baraita: 
What is the reason for the opinion of Rabbi Meir that only vow 
offerings and gift offerings, such as nazirite offerings and meal 
offerings, were sacrificed upon a private altar during the period 
of Gilgal? It is as the verse states: “You shall not do all that we 
do" here this day, every man whatsoever is fitting in his own eyes. 
For you have not as yet come to the rest and to the inheritance” 
(Deuteronomy 12:8-9). 


Moses said the following to the Jewish people: When you enter 
Eretz Yisrael but have not yet arrived at Shiloh or Jerusalem and 
are therefore permitted to sacrifice upon private altars, you may 
not sacrifice whatever has been sacrificed in the wilderness, i.e., 
both obligatory offerings and gift offerings. Rather, the phrase 


“every man whatsoever is fitting [hayashar ] in his own eyes,” means 


that fitting offerings [yesharot], i.e., offerings that are fitting in 
one’s eyes and are brought due to one’s own benevolence, you 
may sacrifice, but you may not sacrifice obligatory offerings. 
Meal offerings and offerings of a nazirite are included in the cate- 
gory of fitting offerings: Meal offerings are sacrificed as vow offer- 
ings or gift offerings while offerings of a nazirite are considered a 
vow offering, as becoming a nazirite is not compulsory. 


And compulsory public offerings that have a set time — 
yar a 3p% niam: Rashi explains that these words exclude 
communal sin offerings, e.g., the bull for an unintentional com- 
munal sin, which are not bound to a particular date. 


You shall not do all that we do, etc. — umy wr Y3 peyn xd 
13) wip: Although the disagreement in the baraita between 
Rabbi Meir and the Rabbis concerns private altars, Rashi com- 
ments that the interpretation of the verse that is cited here 
pertains not only to actual private altars but to the period in 
which those altars were permitted, when an individual was 
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not even allowed to sacrifice compulsory offerings on a great 
public altar. This is evident from the fact that the verse does not 
distinguish between types of altars. On the contrary, in its most 
straightforward sense the verse appears to refer to the great 
public altar that took the place of the altar in the Tabernacle 
in the wilderness, as it is stated: “That we do here this day,” at 
which point there were no other public or private altars. 

In Torat Kohanim Rabbi Meir derives this halakha from a 
different verse, which pertains to offerings that are slaughtered 
outside the Temple: “To the end that the children of Israel may 
bring their offerings, which they sacrifice in the open field, that 


hey may bring them to the Lord, to the entrance of the Tent of 

eeting, to the priest, and sacrifice them for sacrifices of peace 
offerings to the Lord” (Leviticus 17:5). From the words: “Which 
hey sacrifice in the open field,” the Sages infer (see 106a) that 
he verse speaks of offerings that were consecrated at a time 
hat private altars were permitted in order that the offerings 
could be sacrificed during that time. From the fact that peace 
offerings were mentioned in that context, Rabbi Meir derives 
hat just as peace offerings are permitted during a period when 
private altars are permitted, so too are any vowed or voluntarily 
contributed offerings. 
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And whatis the reason that the Rabbis disagree with Rabbi Meir 
and state that meal offerings and offerings of a nazirite were not 
sacrificed on a private altar? They hold that a meal offering is 
not ever sacrificed upon a private altar" and that offerings of a 
nazirite are considered compulsory. While one assumes the 
status of a nazirite voluntarily, once he has become a nazirite he 
is required to bring the offering. 


With regard to this, Shmuel says that the disagreement between 
Rabbi Meir and the Rabbis pertains only to the sin offering and 
the guilt offering" brought by the nazirite. But with regard to 
the burnt offering and the peace offering that the nazirite brings, 
all agree that they are considered offerings that one deems fitting 
to sacrifice and are therefore sacrificed on a private altar. 


Rabba raises an objection from a baraita: The halakha of the 
breast and thigh portions of peace offerings, which are given to 
the priests (see Leviticus 7:34), and the halakha of the teruma of 
the loaves of the thanks offering, i.e., the bread that was given to 
the priests from each of the four types of loaves that were brought 
with the thanks offering (see Leviticus 7:14), apply only with 
regard to a great public altar, and do not apply with regard to a 
small private altar." Rabba comments: By contrast, another of 
the priestly gifts, the cooked foreleg of the nazirite’s ram (see 
Numbers 6:19-20) was omitted by the tanna. 


Rabba notes: Granted, ifyou say that Rabbi Meir and the Rabbis 

disagree even with regard to whether a burnt offering and peace 

offering of a nazirite may be sacrificed upon a private altar, then 

in accordance with whose opinion is this baraita that omits the 

nazirite’s ram? It is in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis, 
who hold that the peace offering of the nazirite was not sacrificed 

upon a private altar. But if you say that they disagree only with 

regard to asin offering and guilt offering, while the Rabbis agree 

that the peace offering and burnt offering of a nazirite were sacri- 
ficed on a private altar, then in accordance with whose opinion is 

this baraita? 


Rather, if this was stated, it was stated like this: Shmuel said 
that the disagreement between Rabbi Meir and the Rabbis per- 
tains only to the burnt offering and peace offering that were 
brought by the nazirite. But with regard to the sin offering and 
guilt offering, all agree that they are compulsory, and even 
according to the opinion of Rabbi Meir they are not sacrificed 
upon a private altar. 


O The Gemara continues to clarify the opinions in the baraita: 
The Master, i.e., Rabbi Yehuda, said that any offering that the 
public or an individual could sacrifice in the Tent of Meeting in 
the wilderness, including vow offerings, gift offerings, and com- 
pulsory offerings, could also be sacrificed in the Tent of Meeting 
in Gilgal. It was only on a private altar that the individual was 
limited to sacrificing burnt offerings and peace offerings. And 
the Rabbis say: Any offering that the public could sacrifice in 
the Tent of Meeting in the wilderness could also be sacrificed 
in the Tent of Meeting in Gilgal. An individual could sacrifice 
only burnt offerings and peace offerings, whether on a great 
public altar or on a private altar. 


The Gemara clarifies the two opinions: What is the reason for 
the opinion of the Rabbis that only the public could sacrifice 
compulsory offerings on a great public altar? The verse states 
with regard to the period in which private altars were permitted: 
You shall not do all that we do here this day, every man whatso- 
ever is fitting in his own eyes” (Deuteronomy 12:8). This indi- 
cates that it is “a man,” i.e., an individual, who may sacrifice only 
offerings that he deems “fitting,” i.e., voluntary offerings, but 
may not sacrifice compulsory offerings. But the public may 
sacrifice even compulsory offerings. 


NOTES 


A meal offering is not ever sacrificed upon a private 
altar — 779.3 AmA py: This is derived (see 119b) from 
he same verse that serves as the source for Rabbi 
eir’s opinion as cited in Torat Kohanim: “To the end 
hat the children of Israel may bring their offerings, 
which they sacrifice in the open field, that they may 
bring them to the Lord, to the entrance of the Tent of 
eeting, to the priest, and sacrifice them for sacrifices 
of peace offerings to the Lord” (Leviticus 17:5). The 
Rabbis infer from the words: “Which they sacrifice 
zovehim],’ that this pertains only to animal offerings, 
not to bird offerings or meal offerings, for which the 
erm zevah is not generally used; that term connotes 
slaughtering. This halakha can also be derived from 
he fact that the verse discusses peace offerings, which 
are brought only from animals (see the commentary of 
Rabbeinu Hillel on Torat Kohanim). Additionally, Rashi 
on 69a derives this halakha from the use of the word 
“sacrifices” in the context of the revelation at Sinai 
(Exodus 24:5), which was before the construction of 
the Tabernacle. 


The disagreement pertains only to the sin offer- 
ing and the guilt offering - bwx) nxyna ngba: 
A nazirite who has completed his term of naziriteship 
is obligated to bring a burnt offering, a sin offering, 
and a peace offering (see Numbers 6:14). By contrast, 
a nazirite who has become ritually impure brings a 
ram as a guilt offering, a bird for a burnt offering, and 
another bird for a sin offering (see Numbers 6:10-12). 


The breast and thigh portions of peace offerings 
and the teruma of the loaves of the thanks offer- 
ing...do not apply with regard to a small private 
altar - maa pari Px.. Tin ny nM pr mn 
mup: Rashi ‘explains, citing Tob, that this is due to the 
Torah’s mandate that these offerings be waved “before 
the Lord’ and a private altar is not considered to be 
“before the Lord” 
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NOTES 


And Rabbi Yehuda, who holds that an individual may also sacrifice 
compulsory offerings on a great public altar, could have said to you 
that when the phrase “whatsoever is fitting” is written, indicating 
that individuals may sacrifice only vow offerings and gift offerings, 
it is with regard to “in his own eyes” that it is written. In other 
words, it is referring to a location that is fitting in his eyes for sacrifice, 
i.e. a private altar. But on a great public altar, even compulsory 
offerings may be sacrificed. 


oy 


The Gemara asks: But even if that derivation is correct, isn’t “man’ 
written in that verse? Isn’t that to say that with regard to “a man,” 
i.e., an individual, only offerings that one deems fitting to sacrifice 

may be sacrificed, but compulsory offerings may not be sacri- 
ficed? The Gemara replies: When “man” is written in this verse, it 

is to qualify a non-priest to perform the sacrificial service on a 

private altar. 


The Gemara challenges: But the fact that a non-priest is qualified 
to perform the sacrificial service on a private altar is derived from 
the verse: “And the priest shall dash the blood against the altar of 
the Lord at the entrance of the Tent of Meeting” (Leviticus 17:6). 
The verse indicates that service at a great public altar may be per- 
formed only by a priest, from which it is inferred that the service on 
a private altar may be performed by a non-priest as well. 


The Gemara replies: Lest you say that whereas that verse indicates 

it is not required that the service on a private altar be performed 

by a priest, nevertheless consecration of the firstborn is required 

for this purpose, as was the case initially, i.e., before the Tabernacle 

was constructed. Perhaps the only non-priests who may perform 

the service on private altars are the firstborn sons. Therefore, the 

verse states: “Every man whatsoever is fitting in his own eyes,” 
which teaches us that with regard to private altars, each person 

may sacrifice his own offerings. 


Q The Gemara clarifies the opinion of the Rabbis, who disagree 
with Rabbi Yehuda, by questioning: But the statement of the Rab- 
bis is identical to the statement of the first tanna, i.e., the Rabbis 
cited at the beginning of the baraita, who say that on a private altar 
an individual sacrificed only burnt offerings and peace offerings. 
What is the difference between the first tanna and the Rabbis? 


Rav Pappa said: The difference between them is whether libations 
were offered in the wilderness‘ along with burnt offerings and 
peace offerings. According to the opinion of the first tanna, libations 
were not offered in the wilderness, nor were they offered in Eretz 
Yisrael during the period of Gilgal. According to the Rabbis in the 
latter section of the baraita, libations were offered in the wilderness 
and in Gilgal. 


The difference between them is whether libations were 
offered in the wilderness — 1a KDY T3793 DID) 1377: 
When disagreeing with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, the Rabbis 
state: Any offering that the public could sacrifice in the Tent of 
Meeting in the wilderness could also be sacrificed in the Tent 
of Meeting in Gilgal, but there is no similar statement made by 
the Rabbis when disagreeing with the opinion of Rabbi Meir. In 
addition, this statement was unnecessary even when respond- 
ing to Rabbi Yehuda, as it was already made by Rabbi Yehuda 
himself, and the Rabbis merely add a halakha that pertains to 
an individual. Evidently, the Rabbis’ intention in disagreeing 
with Rabbi Yehuda was to add a type of offering that in their 
opinion was sacrificed in both the Tabernacle in the wilderness 
and Gilgal, i.e., libations. 
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The issue of whether libations were sacrificed in the wilder- 
ness is the subject of a dispute between Rabbi Yishmael and 
Rabbi Akiva (see 1a). The Torah's discussion of libations opens 
by stating: “Speak to the children of Israel, and say to them: 
When you come to the land of your habitation, which | give 
unto you” (Numbers 15:2). Rabbi Yishmael infers from the word 
“habitation” that libations were not brought with burnt offerings 
or peace offerings in the wilderness, nor were they brought 
immediately upon entering Eretz Yisrael. Only once the people 
were settled and inhabited the land, i.e., after the fourteen years 
of conquest and division, and the Tabernacle was erected in Shi- 
loh, were libations brought. According to Rabbi Akiva, libations 
were brought in the Tabernacle in the wilderness. The Torah's 
statement: “When you come to the land of your habitation,’ 


indicates that upon entering the land, libations were offered 
not only upon a great public altar, i.e., the Tabernacle, but also 
upon private altars, i.e., altars that are built in the place of an 
individual's “habitation.” This opinion is identical to that of the 
Rabbis in the baraita, although according to this interpretation, 
the statement: Any offering that the public could sacrifice in 
the Tent of Meeting, is not precise, as an individual could offer 
libations upon a private altar. It must, therefore, refer to the 
period of the Tabernacle in the wilderness and Gilgal, rather 
than to the location of the offering (see Rashi). 
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§ The Master said in the baraita: Rabbi Shimon says that even 
the public did not sacrifice all offerings in the Tent of Meeting 
in Gilgal; they sacrificed only Paschal offerings and compulsory 
public offerings that have a set time. The Gemara asks: What is 
the reason for the opinion of Rabbi Shimon? As it is written: 
“And the children of Israel encamped in Gilgal; and they kept 
the Passover on the fourteenth day of the month at evening in the 
plains of Jericho” (Joshua 5:10). 


The Gemara asks: Isn’t it obvious that they brought the Paschal 
offering? The Paschal offering is compulsory. Rather, this verse 
teaches us that in Gilgal, only compulsory offerings similar to 
the Paschal offering, i.e., that have a set time, were sacrificed, but 
offerings that are not similar to the Paschal offering were not 
sacrificed. The Gemara asks: And how does the other tanna, i.e., 
the Rabbis who disagree with Rabbi Shimon and hold that during 
the period of Gilgal other offerings were sacrificed by the public, 
interpret the verse? 


The Gemara responds: It is necessary for the halakha that was 
taught by Rabbi Yohanan. As Rabbi Yohanan says in the name of 
Rabbi Bena’a: If an uncircumcised Jew contracted ritual impurity 
from a corpse, he may receive sprinkling" of the water containing 
the ashes of the red heifer on the third and seventh days of his 
purification, despite the fact that he is uncircumcised. In the time 
of Joshua, the Jewish people became circumcised after they were 
purified from impurity imparted by a corpse. 


§ With regard to the Paschal offering and compulsory public offer- 
ings that have a set time mentioned by Rabbi Shimon, the Gemara 
relates that a tanna taught a baraita in the presence of Rav Adda 
bar Ahava: The difference between a great public altar, e.g., the 
altar in Gilgal, and a small private altar is only that the Paschal 
offering and compulsory offerings that have a set time may be 
sacrificed upon a great public altar, but not upon a private altar. Rav 
Adda bar Ahava said to him: From where would an individual 
sacrifice compulsory offerings that have a set time?" There is no 
such offering brought by an individual. It was therefore unnecessary 
for the tanna to state that this type of offering is not sacrificed on a 
private altar. 


HALAKHA 


An uncircumcised Jew may receive sprinkling -bapa by 
meet: An uncircumcised Jew who contracted ritual impurity 
imparted by a corpse and was sprinkled with the water of 
purification on the third and seventh days has been puri- 
fied from the impurity imparted by a corpse. If he becomes 
circumcised and immerses, he may consume sacrificial 
food in the evening. This ruling is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yohanan (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Para Aduma 11:3). 


NOTES 
Rav Adda bar Ahava said to him, from where would an 


An uncircumcised Jew may receive sprinkling - bapa by 
musta: This is derived from the verse in Joshua (5:10), which states 
that the Jewish people sacrificed the Paschal offering, which 
indicates that they did so in accordance with the halakha, i.e., in 
a state of ritual purity (Rashi). The evidence of this is as follows: 
The Jewish people emerged from the Jordan River on the tenth 
of Nisan, and they were not circumcised until the next day, the 
eleventh of Nisan. If they did not receive their first sprinkling, 
which is performed on the third day of the purification process, 
until the eleventh of Nisan, then the seventh and final day of 
their purification would have been the fifteenth of Nisan and 
they would not have been able to sacrifice the Paschal offer- 
ing on the fourteenth. Rather, it must be that the third day of 
their purification, on which the water of purification was first 
sprinkled upon them, was before the eleventh of Nisan, and 
therefore before they were circumcised. 

According to the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, the verse need 
not be interpreted in this way, as in his opinion the people 
were circumcised on the tenth of Nisan, not the eleventh. See 
Or HaYashar, where it is noted that there is a similar opinion in 
the Jerusalem Talmud. Alternatively, Rabbi Shimon agrees that 
an uncircumcised Jew may receive sprinkling, but holds it is not 
necessary to derive this from a verse (see Sefat Emet). 


individual sacrifice compulsory offerings that have a set 
time — mh xya yor hanap nian tr a> wax: There are two 
variations of the text with regard to this discussion. The first is 
essentially the version that appears in the standard text, but 
the phrase: As there is a voluntary burnt offering, should be 
replaced with: As there is the burnt offering of appearance in 
the Temple brought on the pilgrimage Festivals. Zzon Kodashim 
and Hok Natan explain this to mean that the baraita comparing 
a great public altar to a private altar with regard to compulsory 
offerings that have a set time assumes that individuals also 
bring compulsory offerings that have a set time, but those offer- 
ings are sacrificed only upon a great public altar. Consequently, 
examples of this type of offering must be identified, with the 
exception of the Paschal offering, which is listed explicitly in the 
baraita and which, in any event, has the status of a communal 
offering in this context. 

There is a difficulty according to this version: It is consistent 
only with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, who holds that an 
individual may sacrifice compulsory offerings upon a great 
public altar. This opinion is not shared by the other tanna’‘im, 
nor is it the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, which is ostensibly the 
subject of the Gemara’s discussion (Hok Natan). 

The early commentaries (Rashi; Tosafot; Rabbeinu Hananel) 
had a different version of the text, according to which Rav 
Adda bar Ahava says that this baraita is in accordance with the 


opinion of Rabbi Shimon, and there is no mention of individual 
compulsory offerings. That version reads as follows: Rav Adda 
bar Ahava said to him: That which you have been told, in accor- 
dance with whose opinion is it? It is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Shimon, who said that the difference between 
a great public altar and a private altar is only Paschal offerings 
and compulsory communal offerings for which there is a set 
time; and interpret your mishna as referring to a compulsory 
burnt offering, as there is a voluntary burnt offering. As if you 
were to say that it is a sin offering brought by an individual, are 
there voluntary sin offerings? 
According to Rashi and Rabbeinu Hananel, this essentially 
means that the statement of the baraita, that the difference 
between a great public altar and a small private altar is only 
compulsory offerings that have a set time, assumes that there 
is a similar voluntary offering that can be sacrificed on both a 
public altar and a private altar, even if it has no set time, which 
must refer to a burnt offering. See Tosafot, who offer a different 
interpretation that is based on the fact that the Paschal offering 
is mentioned in this baraita, despite its already being included 
in the category of compulsory offerings that have a set time. It 
is mentioned in this baraita in order to teach that according to 
Rabbi Shimon, the offerings in the discussion must be similar 
to the Paschal offering in that they were brought by individuals 
during the period in which personal altars were permitted. 
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BACKGROUND 


Compulsory burnt offering - 73n nip: This refers to 
the burnt offering brought to the Temple by celebrants 
on the three pilgrimage Festivals. It is prohibited by 
Torah law to come to the Temple on these Festivals 
empty-handed (see Deuteronomy 16:16-17). 


Family on pilgrimage to Jerusalem with their offerings 


HALAKHA 


There was no roof - mpa ow an xb: The Taber- 
nacle in Shiloh was a building. constructed of stone, 
and it had no roof; rather, the curtains of the Tabernacle 
were spread atop it (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit 
HaBehira 1:2). 


NOTES 


Take heed to yourself that you do not offer your 
burnt offerings in every place that you see - Wawit 
mean wW Dipa daa priy ayn yp qb: This verse must 
be interpreted as referring to Shiloh. It cannot be refer- 
ring to Jerusalem, where offerings of the most sacred 
order are eaten within the walls of Jerusalem, and with 
regard to which the verse states: “But you shall eat 
them before the Lord your God in the place that the 
Lord your God shall choose” (Deuteronomy 12:18). Nor 
can it be referring to the period of Nov and Gibeon, 
as during that time offerings of lesser sanctity were 
consumed in every city in Eretz Yisrael, as explained 
on nga (Rid). 
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The tanna said to him: If so, shall I remove it from the text of the 
mishna, and teach only: Paschal offerings? Rav Adda bar Ahava 
said to him: That is not necessary; interpret your mishna as refer- 
ring to a compulsory burnt offering,’ i.e., the burnt offering of 
appearance brought on the pilgrimage Festivals by every individual, 
which is not sacrificed on a private altar, as there is, conversely, a 
voluntary burnt offering that may be sacrificed on a private altar. 
This baraita must be discussing a burnt offering brought by an indi- 
vidual, as ifit is referring to a sin offering brought by an individual, 
are there compulsory sin offerings that have a set time? 


The Gemara asks: And let him establish the baraita as referring to 
the compulsory meal offering ofan individual, which has a set time, 
as there is the griddle-cake offering that the High Priest was obli- 
gated to sacrifice every day and that may be sacrificed only upon a 
great public altar, not upon a private altar. The Gemara replies: Rav 
Adda bar Ahava holds that there is no meal offering sacrificed upon 
an altar outside the Temple, even a great public altar. 


§ The mishna teaches that when they arrived at Shiloh, private 
altars were prohibited. There was no roof of wood or stone in the 
Tabernacle in Shiloh; there was only a building of stone below, and 
the curtains of the roof of the Tabernacle were spread above it. The 
Gemara asks: From where are these matters derived? Rabbi Hiyya 
bar Abba says that Rabbi Yohanan says: One verse states, with 
regard to Hannah bringing Samuel to the Tabernacle: “And she 
brought him to the house of the Lord in Shiloh” (1 Samuel 1:24), 
and one verse states: “And He forsook the Tabernacle of Shiloh, 
the tent that He had made to dwell among men” (Psalms 78:60). 
And in addition, it is written: “Moreover he abhorred the tent of 
Joseph and chose not the tribe of Ephraim” (Psalms 78:67). 


One verse describes the Tabernacle in Shiloh as a house, while the 
other describes it as a tent. How can these texts be reconciled? As 
the mishna states: There was no roof" of wood or stone there; 
rather, there was stone below, and it was therefore described as a 
house, and the curtains of the Tabernacle were spread above it, and 
it was therefore described as a tent. And the period that the Taber- 
nacle was in Shiloh was characterized in the Torah as “rest” in the 
verse: “For you have not as yet come to the rest and to the inheritance, 
which the Lord your God has given you” (Deuteronomy 12:9). 


§ The mishna teaches that during the period of Shiloh, offerings of 
the most sacred order were eaten within the curtains, and offerings 
of lesser sanctity and second tithe were eaten in any place that over- 
looks Shiloh. The Gemara asks: From where are these matters 
derived? Rabbi Oshaya said: As in the context of the prohibition 
against sacrificing outside the Tabernacle, the verse states: “Take 
heed to yourself that you do not offer your burnt offerings in every 
place that you see” (Deuteronomy 12:13)," from which it may be 
inferred: You may not offer up in every place that you see, but you 
may eat the offerings in every place that you see. 


The Gemara challenges: Say instead the following inference: You 
may not offer up offerings upon an altar in every place that you 
see, but you may slaughter offerings in every place that you see. 
It would therefore be permitted to slaughter offerings in any place 
that overlooks Shiloh. 


Rabbi Yannai said that the subsequent verse states: “But in the 
place that the Lord shall choose in one of your tribes, there you 
shall offer your burnt offerings, and there you shall do all that I 
command you” (Deuteronomy 12:14). This verse teaches that all of 
the sacrificial service is performed in the place that the offering 
is burned, and only the consumption of offerings of lesser sanctity 
is permitted in any place that overlooks Shiloh. 


Rabbi Avdimi bar Hasa said that when describing the boundaries 
of the portions of Eretz Yisrael of the children of Joseph, wherein 
Shiloh was located, the verse states: 
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“And the border turned about eastward to Taanath Shiloh” 
(Joshua 16:6), a place adjacent to Shiloh. Why did it bear the 
name of Taanath Shiloh? It is because it was the place from which 
whoever saw the Tabernacle in Shiloh after its destruction would 
moan [mitane‘ah] for it with regard to the consumption of 
sacrificial animals from offerings of lesser sanctity that had been 
previously permitted there, but was now no longer permitted. 


Rabbi Abbahu says that a different biblical allusion may be 
found in what the verse states in the context of Jacob's blessing 
to Joseph: “Joseph is a fruitful vine, a fruitful vine by a fountain 
[ayin]” (Genesis 49:22). The Gemara interprets the word foun- 
tain homiletically: An eye [ayin] that did not wish to partake 
or derive benefit from something that was not his, i.e., the 
wife of Potiphar, shall merit to have offerings of lesser sanctity 
consumed in Shiloh, in Joseph's portion of Eretz Yisrael, to the 
fullest extent of its eyes, i.e., from wherever Shiloh can be seen. 


Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Hanina, says that another allusion 
may be found in the context of Moses’ blessing to Joseph: “And 
the good will of Him Who dwelt in the bush [seneh]” (Deuter- 
onomy 33:16). The Gemara interprets the word “seneh” homi- 
letically: An eye that did not wish to derive benefit from 
something that was not his shall merit to have offerings of 
lesser sanctity consumed among the haters [senu’in]." In other 
words, offerings of lesser sanctity may be consumed in any 
place that overlooks Shiloh, even in the portions of the other 
tribes, who are described by the Torah as hating Joseph (see 
Genesis, chapter 37). 


§ With regard to the halakha that during the period of Shiloh 
offerings of lesser sanctity could be eaten in any place that over- 
looks Shiloh, it was taught: The term: Overlooks, that was 
stated in the mishna, means that one sees it in its entirety, 
and there is nothing that obstructs between the seer and the 
surrounding area. Rabbi Shimon ben Elyakum said to Rabbi 
Elazar: I shall explain this type of seeing to you: For example, 
the synagogue of Maon, which was adjacent to the city of 
Tiberias, and from where Tiberias could be seen. Rav Pappa 
said that the term: Overlooks, that was stated does not mean 
that one must see the Tabernacle in Shiloh in its entirety, but 
rather even if one sees it partially, offerings of lesser sanctity 
may be consumed there. 


With regard to the definition of overlooking, Rav Pappa raises 
a dilemma: If one is in a place where he stands and sees Shiloh, 
but if he sits he does not see Shiloh," what is the halakha? Is 
this considered overlooking? Likewise, Rabbi Yirmeya raises 
a dilemma: If one is in a place where he can stand upon the 
bank of the stream and see Shiloh, but if he is in the stream 
he does not see Shiloh, what is the halakha? No resolution is 
found for either of these questions, and the Gemara concludes: 
These dilemmas shall stand unresolved. 


§ When Rav Dimi came from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia, he 
said that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi said: The Divine Presence 
rested upon the Jewish people in three places:" In Shiloh, 
and Nov and Gibeon,’ and the Eternal House, and in all of 
those the Divine Presence rested only in the portion of the tribe 
of Benjamin, ‘as it is stated in Moses’ blessing to Benjamin: “The 
beloved of the Lord shall dwell in safety by Him; He covers him 
all the day and He dwells between his shoulders” (Deuteronomy 
33:12), meaning: All coverings, i.e., times of resting of the Divine 
Presence upon the Jewish people, shall be only in the portion 
of Benjamin. 


BACKGROUND 
Taanath Shiloh - mow Daren: This place is mentioned 
in the description of the northern boundary of the 
portion of the tribe of Ephraim. It is identified today 
with either the village of upper Khirbet Tana, which 
is approximately 15 km northeast of Shiloh, or lower 
Khirbet Tana, approximately 5 km southeast of Shiloh. 


Nov and Gibeon — tiya% aia: There is a difference of 
opinion as to the precise location of Nov in the portion 
of Benjamin. Based on the description in Isaiah (10:32), 
one who stands in Nov can see and wave his hand at 
Jerusalem. Consequently, there are those who have 
claimed the location of Nov was either Mount Scopus 
or the Mount of Olives, both east of the Old City of 
Jerusalem. Others believe it was located in the modern 
neighborhood of Shuafat, north of the Old City. Gibeon, 
the ruins of which are located near the modern village 
of al-Jib, 10 km northwest of the Old City of Jerusalem, 
was a major city, located along the road ascending to 
Beit Horon, which was the primary artery connecting 
the land of Benjamin to the lowlands. 


NOTES 

A fruitful [porat] vine by a fountain - py by m9 ja: 
The word “fruitful” in this context denotes expansion 
and spreading out, akin to the use of the word fruitful 
[porat] in the context of procreation (Rashi). 


Shall merit to have offerings of lesser sanctity con- 
sumed among the haters [senu’in] - pa boxm mn 
paw: The interpretation given in the commentary 
is that of Rashi. Accordingly, the area classified as: Any 
place that overlooks Shiloh, includes some land of 
other tribes. Rabbeinu Hananel, quoting the Agron, a 
dictionary composed by Rav Se’adya Gaon, says that 
the text of the Gemara should read sena’‘im, spelled 
with the letter samekh, meaning bushes, rather than 
senu‘im, spelled with the letter sin. According to this 
version, the Gemara’s interpretation means: In the 
merit of Joseph's actions, offerings of lesser sanctity 
were consumed throughout his portion, even in the 
fields among the bushes, and were not limited to the 
Tabernacle. 


He stands and sees Shiloh, but if he sits he does not 
see Shiloh — mgit ivg) awi mgin miy: The question 
is: If one can see Shiloh from this location only while 
standing, can he also consume offerings while seated? 
Or, alternatively, perhaps he cannot consume offerings 
even while standing, as when seated he cannot see 
Shiloh, and the standard way to eat is while seated 
(Sefat Emet). 


The Divine Presence rested upon the Jewish people 
in three places -bgy by nysw aw ninipa nywa: 

Nov and Gibeon are counted as a ingle location 
because the period of both was between the period 

of Shiloh and that of Jerusalem; during that time sac- 
rifices outside the Temple were permitted (see Rashi 

on 119a). 


Shiloh and Nov and Gibeon and the Eternal House... 
in the portion of Benjamin — m3) jiya% 3101 row 
panj pona.. oiy: The Gemara discusses only the 
location of Shiloh. Nov, which was a city of priests (see 
| Samuel 21:2, 22:19), and where the Table, the shew- 
bread, and the ephod were located, is mentioned in 
the book of Nehemiah (11:32) as being in the portion of 
Benjamin, and Gibeon was listed as such in the book of 
Joshua (18:25). With regard to the Temple in Jerusalem, 
see 54b. 
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The Gemara relates that when Abaye went to study Torah with 

Rav Yosef, he said the statement of Rav Dimi before Rav Yosef. 
Rav Yosef said in response: Kaylil, Abaye’s father, had one son," 

and he is not proper. But isn’t it written with regard to the Tab- 
ernacle in Shiloh: “And He forsook the Tabernacle of Shiloh” 
(Psalms 78:60); and it is written: “Moreover He abhorred the 

tent of Joseph, and chose not the tribe of Ephraim” (Psalms 

78:67)? These verses indicate that the Tabernacle in Shiloh was in 

the portion of Joseph, not of Benjamin. 


Rav Adda said: What is Rav Yosef’s difficulty from that verse? 
Perhaps the Tabernacle was in both the portion of Benjamin and 
that of Joseph. The Divine Presence was in the portion of Ben- 
jamin, and the Great Sanhedrin, which sits adjacent to the loca- 
tion of the Divine Presence, was in the portion of Joseph. This is 
similar to what we found in the case of the Eternal House," where 
the Divine Presence was in the portion of Benjamin and the 
Sanhedrin was in the portion of Judah. 


Rav Yosef said to him in response: How can these cases be com- 
pared? There, in the Temple in Jerusalem, the portions of Benja- 
min and Judah were close to each other, and a division in which 

the Temple was located in the portion of one tribe while the San- 
hedrin was located in the portion of another was possible. Here, 
with regard to Shiloh, are Shiloh and the portion of Benjamin 
close to each other? The Gemara replies: Here too they are close, 
as Rabbi Hama, son of Rabbi Hanina, says: A strip of land pro- 
truded from the portion of Judah" and entered into the portion 

of Benjamin, and the altar in the Temple was built on that strip. 
And the tribe of Benjamin the righteous would agonize over it 

every day, desiring to take it into its portion, due to its unique 

sanctity. 


Here too, with regard to the Tabernacle in Shiloh, a strip of land 

protruded from the portion of Joseph and entered into the por- 
tion of Benjamin, which connected Shiloh to the portion of Ben- 
jamin, and it was upon that strip, which had the status of Benja- 
min’s portion, that the Tabernacle stood. And that is what it means 

concerning that which is written with regard to the boundary of 
Joseph: “And the border turned about eastward to Taanath Shiloh” 
(Joshua 16:6), which in this context, is interpreted as meaning that 

the tribe of Benjamin would bemoan the fact that the Tabernacle 

in Shiloh was not located entirely in its portion. 


The Gemara notes that the dispute between the amora’im with 
regard to the tribe in which the Tabernacle in Shiloh was located 
is like a dispute between tanna’im, as it is taught with regard to 
Moses’ blessing to Benjamin: “He covers him”; this is a reference 
to the First Temple. “All the day”; this is a reference to the Sec- 
ond Temple. “And He dwells between his shoulders”; this is a 
reference to the messianic era. 


NOTES 


Kaylil had one son - - nab mb mT 1a T: Rashi explains that 
Kaylil was the name of Abaye's father. According to other versions 
of the Gemara, it is possible that he was Rav Dimi's father. 


What we found in the Eternal House — oiy maa WYT: 
It is universally accepted that the Sanhedrin is located within 
the Temple, as the Torah states: “If there arise a matter too hard 
for you in judgment, between blood and blood, between plea 
and plea, and between stroke and stroke, matters of controversy 
within your gates; then you shall arise, and go up to the place that 
the Lord your God shall choose” (Deuteronomy 17:8). Likewise, in 
Solomon's prayer the Temple is identified as the location of justice 
(see | Kings 8:31). 

The Sages (54b) state that the site of the Temple was intention- 
ally positioned on the border between Judah and Benjamin for this 
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very reason: The place of the Sanhedrin is the portion of Judah, 
about which the Torah says (Genesis 49:10): “The scepter shall not 
depart from Judah, nor the ruler’s staff from between his feet, as 
long as men come to Shiloh; and to him shall the obedience of 
the peoples be” (see Panim Meirot). 


A strip of land protruded from the portion of Judah - max 
mn by ona Dxxy nmg: The western section of the Temple, 
including the place of the Divine Presence, i.e., the Sanctuary, 
as well as the external altar, was in the portion of Benjamin. The 
eastern section of the Temple, up to the altar, was in the portion of 
Judah. According to the description in this baraita, a strip of land 
entered the portion of Benjamin from the portion of Judah and 
occupied an area one cubit wide under the eastern and southern 
sides of the altar (see 54b). 
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Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: “He covers him”; this is a reference to 
this world. “All the day”; this is a reference to the messianic era. 
“And He dwells between his shoulders”; this is a reference to the 
World-to-Come. According to the opinion of the Rabbis, the Divine 
Presence dwelled in the portion of Benjamin from the first Temple 
period and onward, but not during the period of the Tabernacle in 
Shiloh, when it was in the portion of Joseph. However, according to the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, the entire period that the Divine 
Presence dwelled in this world, including the period of Shiloh, it did 
so in the portion of Benjamin. 


§ With regard to the duration of the different periods mentioned in 
the mishna, the Sages taught: The days of the Tent of Meeting" in the 
wilderness were forty years, less one year. The days of the Tent of 
Meeting that were in Gilgal were fourteen years: Seven years during 
which the Jews conquered the land and seven years during which they 
divided the land among the tribes. The days of the Tent of Meeting 
that were in Nov and Gibeon were fifty-seven years, until the Temple 
in Jerusalem was constructed. Since the Temple was constructed 480 
years after the Exodus from Egypt (see 1 Kings 6:1), it follows that there 
remain for the period of the Tabernacle in Shiloh 370 years less one. 


The Gemara asks: From where do we derive that the days of the Tent 
of Meeting that were in the wilderness were forty years less one? 
As the Master said in a baraita: In the first year after the Exodus 
from Egypt, Moses constructed the Tabernacle; in the second 
year the Tabernacle was erected, and Moses sent spies. Because of 
the sin of the spies, the Jewish people remained in the wilderness 
for forty years. It follows that the Tabernacle in the wilderness stood 
for thirty-nine years. 


From where do we derive that the Tabernacle remained in Gilgal 
for fourteen years, seven years during which the Jews conquered the 
land and seven years during which they divided it? As Caleb, son of 
Jephunneh, said to Joshua at the conclusion of the period of conquest 
before the land was divided: “Forty years old was I when Moses, 
the servant of the Lord, sent me from Kadesh Barnea to spy out the 
land; and I brought him back word as it was in my heart” (Joshua 
14:7), and it is written: “And now, I am this day eighty and five years 
old” (Joshua 14:10). 


When the Jewish people crossed the Jordan, how old was Caleb? 
He was seventy-eight years old: The spies were sent by Moses in the 
second year after the Exodus from Egypt, and in the fortieth year 
they crossed the Jordan. And at the time of the division of the Land, 
he said that he was eighty-five years old. This indicates that it was 
seven years during which the Jews conquered the land. 


The Gemara asks: And from where do we derive that there were 
seven years during which they divided the land? If you wish, say: 
Since it was a period of seven years in which they conquered the 
land, it was presumably also a period of seven years in which they 


divided the land. 


And if you wish, say instead: Because otherwise, you do not find any 
plausible explanation for the date mentioned by the prophet Ezekiel in 
the verse: “In the beginning of the year, on the tenth day of the month, 
in the fourteenth year after that the city was smitten” (Ezekiel 40:1)." 
This indicates that it was a Jubilee Year, unless capturing and dividing 
the land took a total of fourteen years, after which point they began to 
calculate Sabbatical and Jubilee Years. 


§ The baraita stated that the period of the Tent of Meeting that was 
in Nov and Gibeon was fifty-seven years. The Gemara asks: From 
where do we derive this? As it is written in the description of the death 
of Eli the High Priest, upon being informed that the Ark was captured 
by the Philistines: “And it came to pass, when he made mention of 
the Ark of God, that he fell from off his seat backward by the side of 
the gate, and his neck broke, and he died” (1 Samuel 4:18). 


he publisher 


HALAKHA 


The days of the Tent of Meeting - “yin bax n: 
When the Jews entered Eretz Yisrael they erected 
he Tabernacle in Gilgal, where it stood for the 
ourteen years they conquered and divided the 
and. From there they moved it to Shiloh, where 
hey constructed a building of stone and spread 
he curtains of the Tabernacle upon it, as there was 
no roof. The Tabernacle stood in Shiloh for 369 years. 
When Eli the High Priest died it was destroyed, and 
hey relocated it to Nov, where they built a temple. 
When Samuel died that temple was destroyed, 
and they relocated it to Gibeon, where they built a 
emple, and from Gibeon they moved to the Temple 
in Jerusalem. The period of Nov and Gibeon lasted 
fifty-seven years (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit 
HaBehira 1:2). 


NOTES 


In the fourteenth year after that the city was 
smitten — VT mat We nx mw mwy YINI: 

Rashi explains ‘that this refers to a Jubilee Year due 
to the description of the tenth day of the month as 
the “beginning of the year” Although Rosh HaShana 
is generally referred to as the beginning of the year, 
during the Jubilee Year the tenth of Tishrei, Yom Kip- 
pur, is when the unique halakhot of the year begin 
to take effect (see Leviticus 25:9). Rashi also explains 
the complex calculations as to how the date given 
in the verse indicates there were fourteen years of 
conquest and division of the Land of Israel. 
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BACKGROUND 

Shiloh - mow: Shiloh, which is in the portion of Joseph's 
son Ephraim (see Judges 21:19), is located approximately 
35 km north of Jerusalem and 15 km south of Shechem. 
Although the destruction of Shiloh is not explicitly men- 
tioned in the book of Samuel when the death of Eli is 
described, it is found in other verses (see Jeremiah 7:12 
and Psalms 78:60), and is corroborated by archaeological 
evidence. 


Perek XIV 
Daf119 Amuda 


NOTES 

Why does the verse divide them into two terms — mad 
ion: Rashi explains that it would have been sufficient 
to say: “For you have not as yet come to the rest,’ which 
would include every location of rest. Although the Gemara 
will ascribe a particular meaning to each of the terms, 
the baraita is not discussing that at this point. Rabbeinu 
Hananel explains that the verse could have said: The rest 
of inheritance. 
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And a tanna taught: When Eli the priest died, Shiloh’? was 
destroyed and the Jews arrived at Nov, where they erected 
the Tabernacle. At that time, Samuel began to lead the people. 
When Samuel from Rama died, Nov was destroyed by Saul (see 
1 Samuel 22:19) and they arrived at Gibeon, where the Tabernacle 
remained (see 1 Chronicles 16:39). 


The Gemara determines the number of years from when the Ark 
was captured by the Philistines and Shiloh was destroyed: And it 
is written: “And it came to pass, from the day that the Ark abode 
in Kiriath Jearim that the time was long; for it was twenty years; 
and all the house of Israel yearned after the Lord” (1 Samuel 7:2). 
The Ark was returned by the Philistines to Kiriath Jearim seven 
months after it was captured, and it remained there for twenty years, 
until David brought it to Jerusalem. 


The Gemara explains that these twenty years are calculated as 
follows: Ten years that Samuel reigned alone, from the death of 
Eli until the coronation of Saul, and one year that Samuel and 
Saul reigned, i.e., Saul reigned for one year during the lifetime of 
Samuel, and two years that Saul reigned alone after the death of 
Samuel. And in addition to these thirteen years, there were the 
seven years of David’s reign in Hebron, before the years of his 
reign in Jerusalem. 


As itis written: “And the days that David reigned over Israel were 
forty years: Seven years he reigned in Hebron, and thirty-three 
years he reigned in Jerusalem” (1 Kings 2:11). In the first year that 
David reigned in Jerusalem he brought the Ark there from Kiriath 
Jearim. The Ark was therefore in Kiriath Jearim for twenty years. 
When the thirty-three years of David's reign in Jerusalem are added 
to these, there are a total of fifty-three years from the destruction of 
Shiloh. During all of these years, and at the beginning of Solomon's 
reign, the Tabernacle was in Nov and Gibeon (see 1 Kings 3:4). 


And with regard to the construction of the Temple in the time of 
Solomon, it is written: “And he began to build it in the second day 
of the second month, in the fourth year of his reign” (11 Chronicles 
3:2), which was the 48oth year following the Exodus (see 1 Kings 
6:1). When the forty years in the wilderness, the fourteen years that 
the Tabernacle stood in Gilgal, and the fifty-seven years that the 
Tabernacle stood in Nov and Gibeon, which totals 111 years, are 
subtracted from the 480, there remain for Shiloh 370 less one years 
in which the Tabernacle stood there. 


§ The mishna teaches that when Shiloh was destroyed and they 
arrived at Nov and Gibeon, private altars were permitted and 
offerings of lesser sanctity could be eaten in any city in Eretz Yisrael. 
The Gemara asks: From where are these matters derived? they are 
derived as the Sages taught: The Jewish people were told that when 
they enter Eretz Yisrael they would be permitted to sacrifice on 
private altars, “for you have not as yet come to the rest and to the 
inheritance” (Deuteronomy 12:9), during which time those altars 
would be prohibited. 


The Gemara interprets the verse: “To the rest”; this is a reference 
to Shiloh. “The inheritance”; this is a reference to Jerusalem. 
One may ask: Why does the verse divide them into two terms," 
i.e. “rest” and “inheritance”? It is in order to give permission to 
sacrifice on private altars during the period between this one and 
that one. Therefore, it was permitted to sacrifice on private altars 
during the period of Nov and Gibeon. 
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Reish Lakish said to Rabbi Yohanan: Let the tanna of the mishna 
teach the halakha with regard to second tithe as well." Rabbi 
Yohanan said to him: Second tithe is derived from what was writ- 
ten with regard to the Ark, by means of the verbal analogy between 


“there” and “there.” With regard to second tithe, the verse states: 


“And there you shall eat before the Lord your God” (Deuteronomy 
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12:7), while with regard to the Ark, the verse states: “There you shall 
place the Ark of the Testimony” (Exodus 40:3). Due to the analogy 
between second tithe and the Ark, one can infer that since there 
was no Ark" in Nov and Gibeon, as at that time it was in Kiriath 
Jearim, there was also no second tithe" eaten there. 


Reish Lakish asked: Ifit is so that this is the source, then with regard 
to the Paschal offering and other sacrificial animals," which every- 
one agrees were consumed in Nov and Gibeon, it can also be said 
that they are derived from the Ark by means of the verbal analogy 
between “there” and “there,” and since the Ark was not in Nov 
and Gibeon they too were not there. 


Rabbi Yohanan said to him: With regard to the one who said this 

to you, i.e., the tanna of the mishna, from which you inferred that 

second tithe was not eaten in Nov and Gibeon, in accordance with 

whose opinion is this statement of his? It is the opinion of Rabbi 

Shimon, who says: Even the public sacrificed upon a great public 

altar, e.g., in Nov and Gibeon, only Paschal offerings and compul- 
sory public offerings that have a set time. But compulsory offer- 
ings that do not have a set time were not sacrificed here or there, 
i.e, on a great public altar or on a small private altar. This includes 

an animal tithe offering, which is a compulsory offering that has 

no set time, and grain tithe is juxtaposed to animal tithe." Since 

animal tithe offerings were not brought at that time, second tithe 

was not eaten there either. 


NOTES 


Let the mishna teach second tithe as well — ay ya Wynd: 
The formulation that appears here assumes the mishna does not 
mention the halakha of the consumption of second tithe in the 
context of Nov and Gibeon as it does in the context of Shiloh. This 
version of the text is consistent with the standard version of the 
mishna. Accordingly, Reish Lakish’s question may be interpreted 
in two ways. The first, which appears to be the explanation of Rab- 
beinu Hananel, is: Why does the mishna not teach that offerings of 
lesser sanctity and second tithe were eaten in all the cities of Eretz 
Yisrael, as it taught with regard to Shiloh that offerings of lesser 
sanctity and second tithe were eaten in any place that overlooks 
Shiloh? The second explanation, which is accepted in the Yad 
David, is as follows: The omission of second tithe indicates that it 
was not eaten at all during that period. Reish Lakish therefore asks 
why it was not eaten in Nov and Gibeon. 

By contrast, the version of the mishna utilized by Rashi and the 
Rambam states that during this period second tithe was eaten 
in all the cities of Eretz Yisrael. Additionally, Rashi’s version of the 
Gemara reads: Let second tithe be brought to Nov and Gibeon, 
meaning: Why was second tithe not brought to Nov and Gibeon 
in the same manner that it was brought to Shiloh and eaten in 
any place that overlooks Shiloh? The response is that there is an 
obligation to bring second tithe only to a place that contains the 
Ark of the Lord. Tosefot Rabbeinu Peretz on Pesahim 38b explains 
this version of the question as pertaining to the standard version 
of the text of the mishna as well: Even if second tithe may not be 
eaten in all cities in Eretz Yisrael, why is it not at least brought to 
Nov and Gibeon and eaten there? See also the Jerusalem Talmud 
(Megilla 1:12), which records a discussion similar to this one. 


Since there was no Ark - mī xb tiaga ya: After the Philistines 
returned the Ark to the Jewish people it was not in Nov or Gibeon 
but in Kiriath Jearim, from where David brought it to Jerusalem. 


There was also no tithe — «17 xb nawy: The precise meaning 
of this phrase depends on the meaning of Reish Lakish’s ques- 
tion. According to the explanation of Rabbeinu Hananel, it would 
appear that the halakha of second tithe did not apply during this 


period. Although other tithes took effect beginning in the period 
of Shiloh, second tithe is different from other tithes in that it is 
not given to others, i.e., to a Levite or the poor, but it is akin to 
an offering, which must be eaten by its owner “before the Lord” 
The great public altars of Nov and Gibeon, where the Ark was not 
present, did not have the status of “before the Lord’ and therefore 
the halakha of second tithe did not apply. This appears to be the 
meaning of the Talmud’s discussion on Makkot 19a (see Tosefot 
HaRash on Pesahim 36b and Keren Ora). 

Other commentaries hold that once the obligation to separate 
second tithe took effect, i.e., after the Jewish people conquered 
and settled in Eretz Yisrael, it never ceased. Consequently, the 
Gemara's response must be interpreted as meaning the follow- 
ing: Since there was no Ark, it was impossible to eat second 
tithe in Nov and Gibeon, and the only solution was to redeem 
it (see Tosefot Rabbeinu Peretz on Pesahim 38b, and Tosafot here). 
According to Rashi, the Gemara’s statement that there was also 
no second tithe means that in the absence of the Ark it was not 
necessary to bring second tithe to be eaten in Nov and Gibeon; 
it was possible to eat it in any location. 


The Paschal offering and other sacrificial animals - mw) noa 
%2): The meaning of the suggestion is that all offerings are listed 
together with second tithe in the verses under discussion from 
which these halakhot are derived: “And there you shall bring 
your burnt offerings, and your sacrifices, and your tithes, and the 
offering of your hand, and your vows, and your gift offerings, and 
the firstborn of your herd and of your flock” (Deuteronomy 12:6). 


And grain tithe is juxtaposed to animal tithe — 31 Wyn WPAN) 
maga wyd: This juxtaposition appears in tractate Bekhorot (53b), 
based on the verse: “You shall tithe [asser te‘asser]” (Deuteronomy 
14:22), which, according to the Gemara's homiletical interpretation 
of the doubled verb, is referring to two types of tithes (Rashi; see 
Tosafot). Rabbeinu Hananel does not have this juxtaposition of 
second tithe to animal tithe in his version of the text, as second 
tithe itself is a compulsory offering for which there is no set time, 
and the juxtaposition is therefore unnecessary. 
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NOTES 


But these require the Temple — 74 "ya K7: Accord- 
ing to Rashi, as understood by Shita Mekubbetzet, the 
Temple is called the bira, as David said: “And give to 
Solomon my son a whole heart, to keep Your com- 
mandments, Your testimonies, and Your statutes, and 
o fulfill all these matters, and to build the Temple [bira], 
or which | have made provision” (| Chronicles 29:19; see 
104b). Consequently, the Gemara is saying that second 
ithe must be eaten in a stone building, not a tent, as 
only a stone building is defined as “before the Lord 
your God" in this context. Rabbeinu Hananel explains 
hat the word bira is an abbreviation of the term Beit 
HaBehira, the Chosen House, and alludes to the decla- 
ration of tithes that was made in the Temple “before the 
Lord.” This declaration contains the statement: “| have 
hearkened to the voice of the Lord” (Deuteronomy 
26:14), which is interpreted in the Mishna (Ma‘aser Sheni 
5:12) as referring to bringing the tithe to the Temple 
Beit HaBehira]. 


Inheritance, this is a reference to Jerusalem — mbm 
myn jt: Jerusalem, like an inheritance, will endure 
orever without interruption. 
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The Gemara asks: Based on this, may it be concluded by inference 
that according to the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda that compulsory 
offerings for which there is no set time were sacrificed upon a great 
public altar, second tithe was eaten there and animal tithe offerings 
were sacrificed? The Gemara responds: Yes, as Rav Adda bar Mat- 
tana says: Second tithe and animal tithe offerings were consumed 
in Nov and Gibeon according to the statement of Rabbi Yehuda. 
The Gemara challenges: But these require the Temple," not a tent, 
to which people will come to eat tithes. The Gemara responds: 
But didn’t Rav Yosef teach a baraita that states: There were three 
temples: Shiloh, Nov and Gibeon, and the Eternal House. He 
teaches it and he says it: This is referring to consuming second 
tithe, and is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. 


§ The mishna teaches that when they arrived at Jerusalem, private 
altars were prohibited and there was no subsequent period in which 
they were permitted. And the Temple in Jerusalem was characterized 
as “inheritance.” With regard to this, the Sages taught in a baraita: 
The verse that discusses the permissibility of private altars states: 


“For you have not as yet come to the rest and to the inheritance” 


(Deuteronomy 12:9). The Gemara interprets: With regard to “rest,” 
this is a reference to Shiloh, and with regard to “inheritance,” this 
is a reference to Jerusalem." 


And similarly, the verse that relates a prophecy with regard to Jeru- 
salem states: “I have forsaken My house, I have cast off My inheri- 
tance... My inheritance has become to Me as a lion in the forest” 
(Jeremiah 12:7-8). And additionally, in that same prophecy the 

verse states: “Is My inheritance to Me as a speckled bird of prey? 

Are the birds of prey against her round about?” (Jeremiah 12:9). 
This is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda. 


By contrast, Rabbi Shimon says: With regard to “rest,” this is a refer- 
ence to Jerusalem, and with regard to “inheritance,” this is a refer- 
ence to Shiloh. And this is evident from the verse that says: “This 
is My resting place forever; here will I dwell, for I have desired it” 
(Psalms 132:14.). And it states in the previous verse: “For the Lord 
has chosen Zion; He has desired it for His habitation” (Psalms 
132:13), which indicates that the verses are referring to Jerusalem. 


The Gemara challenges: Granted, according to the one who says 
that with regard to “rest,” this is a reference to Shiloh; that is, as it 
is written: “To the rest and to the inheritance,’ in chronological 
order, as the period of Shiloh preceded that of Jerusalem. But 
according to the one who says that with regard to “rest,” this is a 
reference to Jerusalem, and with regard to “inheritance,” this is 
a reference to Shiloh, the verse should have stated: To the inheri- 
tance and to the rest. The Gemara explains: This is what the verse 
is saying: When you enter Eretz Yisrael private altars will be permit- 
ted, and it is not necessary to say that you have not arrived at the 


“rest,” i.e., the Temple in Jerusalem, but you have not even arrived 


at the “inheritance,” i.e., the Tabernacle in Shiloh. 


§ With regard to the words “rest” and “inheritance” in the aforemen- 
tioned verse, the school of Rabbi Yishmael taught that this and 
that, i.e., both terms, are a reference to Shiloh." Rabbi Shimon 
ben Yohai says: This and that are a reference to Jerusalem." 
The Gemara asks: Granted, according to the one who says that 
with regard to “rest,” this is 


This and that are a reference to Shiloh — How it) it: According 
to Rabbi Yishmael, this verse permits private altars only until the 
period of Shiloh, which is referred to as both “rest” and “inheri- 
tance” The Tabernacle at Shiloh can be described as an inheritance, 
since according to Rabbi Yishmael the word inheritance does not 
denote something that will endure without interruption. 
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NOTES 
Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai says — “vai MP 12 piyan +27: Appar- 
ently there is a disagreement with regard to the opinion of Rabbi 
Shimon, who is quoted earlier as saying that “inheritance” is a 
reference to Shiloh. 


This and that are a reference to Jerusalem — ohw iny it: Accord- 
ing to this opinion, which also disagrees with the mishna, private 
altars were permitted during the period of Shiloh. 
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a reference to Shiloh, and with regard to “inheritance,” this is a 
reference to Jerusalem, or the reverse, i.e., that “rest” is a reference 
to Jerusalem and “inheritance” is a reference to Shiloh, this is as it 
is written: “To the rest and to the inheritance [el hamenuha ve'el 
hanahala],’ utilizing two different phrases. But according to the 
one, i.e., the school of Rabbi Yishmael, who says that this and 
that are both references to Shiloh, or according to the opinion of 
Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai that both this and that are references to 
Jerusalem, the verse should have stated: For you have not as yet 
come to the rest and inheritance [menuha nahala].. The Gemara 
concedes that this is difficult. 


The Gemara comments: Granted, according to the one, i.e., Rabbi 

Shimon ben Yohai, who says this and that are references to 

Shiloh, each of the designations may be explained: It is called “rest” 
because during the period of Shiloh they rested from the conquest 

in the time of Joshua, and it is called “inheritance” because they 

divided the portions of land among the tribes there, as it is written: 

“And Joshua divided the land for them, and he cast a lot for them 

in Shiloh according to the Lord” (Joshua 18:10). 


But according to the one, i.e., the school of Rabbi Yishmael, who 
says this and that are references to Jerusalem, granted that “inheri- 
tance” is a reference to Jerusalem, since it is an eternal inheritance. 
But with regard to “rest,” what rest was there in the Temple in 
Jerusalem? The Gemara answers: The rest of the Ark, as it is writ- 
ten: And when the ark rested." In other words, verses occasionally 
refer to the Temple in Jerusalem as the resting place of the Ark. 


The Gemara comments: Granted, according to the one, i.e., Rabbi 

Shimon ben Yohai, who says that this and that are references 

to Jerusalem, and consequently private altars were forbidden 

only following the establishment of the Temple in Jerusalem, but 

during the period of the Tabernacle in Shiloh private altars were 

permitted, this is as it is written: “So Manoah took the kid with 

the meal offering, and offered them upon the rock to the Lord” 
(Judges 13:19)," i.e., he sacrificed them upon a private altar and 

not in Shiloh. 


But according to the one, i.e., the school of Rabbi Yishmael, who 
says that this and that are references to Shiloh, and private altars 
were forbidden during this period, what is the meaning of: “So 
Manoah took,” as it was forbidden to sacrifice offerings outside 
the Temple? The Gemara answers: Permitting this sacrifice was a 
provisional edict issued in exigent circumstances. 


The Gemara notes that with regard to the disagreement between the 
tanna’im over the interpretation of the words “rest” and “inheri- 
tance,” there is another version of that which the school of Rabbi 
Yishmael taught, which is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Shimon ben Yohai, who says that this and that are references to 
Jerusalem. And your mnemonic to remember this is: The man 
pulled the men,’ meaning: Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai, who is an 
individual, pulled, i.e., convinced, the members of the school of 
Rabbi Yishmael to adopt his opinion. 


§ The mishna teaches that with regard to all offerings that one 
consecrated during a period of the permitting of private altars and 
sacrificed outside their designated area during a period of prohibi- 
tion of private altars, one is in violation of a positive mitzva and a 
prohibition, but he is not liable to receive karet for sacrificing them. 
With regard to this, Rav Kahana says: They taught that only with 
regard to slaughter" of these animals outside the designated area is 
one not liable to receive karet. But with regard to offering up, one 
would also be liable to receive karet. 


NOTES 
The verse should have stated rest and inheritance 
[menuha nahala] - m'y abn AMD: In other words, 
the verse should have used either the term “rest” or the 
term “inheritance”; why was it necessary to use both? 
Alternatively, the difficulty lies in the repetition of the 
term: “To [el]” before the word “inheritance,” which 
divides the two terms and indicates that they refer to 
two separate places. Had both terms been descriptions 
of the same place, the verse should have stated: To the 
rest and the inheritance [el hamenuha vehanahala],;’ or 


“to the rest of inheritance [/emenuhat hanahala]" (see 


Rabbeinu Hananel). 


And when the Ark rested — ,i1¥7 miaa m: Rashi notes 
at this is not a precise quote of a verse, as there is no 
such verse in the Bible. Likewise, the Gemara in a number 
of instances in this discussion, including with regard to 
he division of Eretz Yisrael during the time of Joshua, 
does not cite verses precisely. In this particular instance, 
e intention is that there are verses that refer to the fact 
at the Ark rested in Jerusalem. Rashi references a verse 
where this concept is alluded to by King Solomon after 
he construction of the Temple: “Now therefore arise 
O Lord God in Your resting place, You and the Ark of 
Your strength” (11 Chronicles 6:41). See also Tosafot, who 
suggest other possible verses that the Gemara may be 
referring to here. 


This is as it is written: “So Manoah took...and offered 
them upon the rock to the Lord” -by byn.. mia np 
b 34871: Rabbi Shimon also derives from this verse that 
a private altar need not be a formal altar, as Manoah 
sacrificed his offering on a rock, and it was accepted 
(see 108b). 


The man pulled the men - ad x wn: Tosafot 
(53b) state that the correct version of the text should 
read, in accordance with the Arukh: The men, i.e., Rabbi 
Shimon, whose name comprises two names, Shimon 
and Yohai, pulled the man, i.e., Rabbi Yishmael. 


They taught only with regard to slaughter - nw x 
monwa xdx: Rav Kahana's statement is based on the 
baraita that was cited on 106b. That baraita interprets 
the verses in Leviticus (17:5-7) that appear in the context 
of the prohibition against slaughtering offerings outside 
their designated place as pertaining to offerings that 
were consecrated during a period of the permitting of 
private altars. The baraita infers from those verses: From 
the phrase: “And they shall bring them to the Lord,’ it 
is derived that there is a positive mitzva to bring these 
offerings to the Tabernacle. 

From where is it derived that one violates a prohibi- 
tion if he sacrifices animals outside the Tabernacle? The 
verse states: “And they shall no more slaughter.’ One 
might have thought that doing so would be punish- 
able by karet. Therefore, the verse states: “This shall be 
a statute forever for them throughout their generations” 
(Leviticus 17:7), from which it is derived: This, i.e., a punish- 
ment for failing to fulfill a positive mitzva and for violat- 
ing a prohibition, shall be for them, but another punish- 
ment, karet, shall not be for them. This is the source of 
the mishna, to which Rav Kahana adds that from the 
subsequent verses it may be inferred that these halakhot 
apply only to slaughter and not to offering up. 
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NOTES 


One is in violation of a positive mitzva and a prohibition, 
and they carry the punishment of karet - xh) mya 
Mp 7a WN MBN: According to Rashi, the positive mitzva 
to sacrifice in the Temple is: “That they may bring them to 
the Lord, to the entrance of the Tent of Meeting” (Leviticus 
17:5). The Rambam cites the verse: “Then it shall come to 
pass that the place that the Lord your God shall choose 
to cause His name to dwell there, there you shall bring all 
that | command you” (Deuteronomy 12:11). Rabbi Ovadya 
Bartenura, who also cites the latter verse, explains that it is 
in actuality a prohibition, i.e., not to sacrifice on a private 
altar, but a prohibition that stems from a positive mitzva is 
classified as a positive mitzva. 

The prohibition is that which is written: “Take heed to 
yourself that you do not offer your burnt offerings in every 
place that you see” (Deuteronomy 12:13), as the phrase 
“take heed” always denotes a prohibition. The liability to 
receive karet is derived from the verses: “And you shall say 
to them: Whatsoever man there is of the house of Israel, or 
of the strangers that sojourn among them, that sacrifices a 
burnt offering or sacrifice and brings it not to the entrance 
of the Tent of Meeting, to sacrifice it to the Lord, that man 
shall be cut off from his people” (Leviticus 17:8-9). 


One who consecrated them during a period of prohibi- 
tion of private altars, etc. — ninan WX nywa yw 
"131: Rashi (112b) explains that one has violated the positive 
mitzva: “That they may bring them to the Lord” (Leviticus 
17:5), by not sacrificing the offering during the period of 
prohibition of private altars. 

The Sefat Emet notes that according to this opinion in 
the baraita, there is no need to state that the offering was 
sacrificed during the period of the permitting of private 
altars. He therefore suggests that one violates a positive 
mitzva only if one sacrificed the offering upon a private 
altar. But if one sacrificed it upon a great public altar the 
positive mitzva has not been violated, a point that is made 
explicitly in the Josefta (13:9). For a different analysis of this 
matter, see the Rashash on 112b. 


Placing hands is as it is written, before the Lord and he 
shall lay his hand - 3yap1 "719399 2737 map: Rabbeinu 
Hananel explains that a great public altar is classified as: 
An altar of the Lord, and therefore the Gemara cites verses 
that make reference to an altar or which say “before the 
Lord.” Rambam’s Commentary on the Mishna adds that 
the same applies to any place designated as: Holy, or: Tent 
of Meeting (see Rashi). 
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What is the reason for this? It is that immediately following the 
Torah’s description of an offering that was consecrated during 
a period of the permitting of private altars the verse states the 
penalty for sacrificing outside the designated area: “And to them 
[va‘alehem] you shall say” (Leviticus 17:8). The term “alehem,” to 
them, the first letter of which is the letter aleph, is phonetically 
similar to the term: Alehem, about them, the first letter of which is 
the letter ayin. Therefore, the verse can be understood to mean: 
About that which is written in the adjacent passage you shall 
say. The preceding passage discusses offerings that were slaugh- 
tered outside the Temple, so although there is no penalty of karet 
for their slaughter, one is liable for karet for sacrificing them upon 
a private altar. 


Rava objects to this: Is it written: And about them you shall 
say? “To them” is written, and we read it as “to them.” The verse 
means that the command should be relayed to Aaron, his sons, 
and the Jewish people, who are mentioned in the beginning of 
the passage. 


And additionally, it is taught in a baraita: Rabbi Shimon would 
say four principles with regard to sacrificial animals: With regard 
to offerings that one consecrated during a period of prohibition 
of private altars, and slaughtered and offered up outside their 
designated area during a period of prohibition of private altars, 
for these one is in violation of a positive mitzva and a prohibition, 
and they carry the punishment of karet." With regard to one who 
consecrated them during a period of the permitting of private 
altars, and slaughtered and offered them up during a period of 
prohibition of private altars, for these one is in violation of a 
positive mitzva and a prohibition, but they do not carry the 
punishment of karet. 


With regard to one who consecrated them during a period of 
prohibition of private altars," and slaughtered and offered them 
up outside their designated area during a period of the permitting 
of private altars, for these one is in violation of a positive mitzva, 
but one has not violated a prohibition with regard to them. 


With regard to one who consecrated them during a period of 
the permitting of private altars, and slaughtered and offered 
them up during a period of the permitting of private altars, he is 
exempt from all violations. The baraita states explicitly that there 
is no distinction between slaughtering and offering up on a private 
altar: In both cases, one who consecrated the offering during a 
period of the permitting of private altars and slaughtered or offered 
it up during a period of prohibition of private altars is exempt 
from the punishment of karet. The Gemara concludes: The refuta- 
tion of the opinion of Rav Kahana, who distinguished between 
slaughter and offering up, is a conclusive refutation. 


§ The mishna teaches: And these are the consecrated items, and 
lists components of the sacrificial service that were performed only 
on a great public altar, i.e., in the Tabernacle, and not on a private 
altar. The Gemara clarifies the source of each ritual on the list: The 
source for the halakha concerning placing hands on the head of 
an offering is as it is written: “If his offering be a burnt offering... 
he shall bring it to the entrance of the Tent of Meeting, that he 
may be accepted before the Lord. And he shall lay his hand" upon 
the head of the burnt offering” (Leviticus 1:3-4). 


The source for the halakha concerning slaughtering offerings of 
the most sacred order in the north is as it is written: “And he shall 
slaughter it on the side of the altar northward before the Lord” 
(Leviticus 1:11). The source for the halakha concerning placement 
of the blood of a burnt offering around, i.e., on all four sides of, 
the altar, is as it is written: “And Aaron’s sons, the priests, shall... 
sprinkle the blood roundabout against the altar that is at the 
entrance of the Tent of Meeting” (Leviticus 1:5). 
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The source for the halakha concerning waving of those offerings 
that require waving is as it is written: “And the priest shall take 
one of the lambs, and offer it for a guilt offering, and the log of oil, 
and wave them for a wave offering before the Lord” (Leviticus 
14:12). The source for the halakha concerning bringing meal offer- 
ings to the corner of the altar before the removal of the handful is as 
it is written: “And he shall bring it to the altar” (Leviticus 2:8). The 
definite article before the word “altar” indicates that this applies 
only to the altar in the Tabernacle, and not on a private altar. 


§ With regard to the question of whether a meal offering was sacri- 
ficed upon an altar outside the Temple, the mishna teaches that 
Rabbi Yehuda says: There is no meal offering sacrificed on an altar 
outside the Temple, even a great public altar, e.g., the Tabernacle in 
Gilgal, Nov, and Gibeon. Rav Sheshet says: According to the state- 
ment of the one who says there is a meal offering sacrificed on an 
altar outside the Temple, there are also bird offerings sacrificed 
on an altar outside the Temple. According to the statement of 
the one who says there is no meal offering sacrificed on an altar 
outside the Temple, there are also no bird offerings sacrificed on 
an altar outside the Temple. 


‘The reason for this is that the Torah is referring to offerings that were 
sacrificed during the period of the permitting of private altars as: 
Slaughtered offerings [zevahim], in the verse: “And sacrifice them 
for sacrifices of [vezavehu zivhei] peace offerings” (Leviticus 17:5), 
from which it may be inferred: Slaughtered offerings but not meal 
offerings; slaughtered offerings but not bird offerings," i.e., neither 
meal offerings nor bird offerings were sacrificed on an altar outside 
the Temple, including a great public altar. 


The Gemara continues detailing the distinctions between great pub- 
lic altars and small private altars: And a priest is required only at a 

public altar, as it is written: “And the priest shall sprinkle the blood 

against the altar of the Lord at the entrance of the Tent of Meeting” 
(Leviticus 17:6). Priestly service vestments" are required only at a 

public altar, as it is written: “And they shall be upon Aaron, and upon 

his sons when they go into the Tent of Meeting or when they come 

near to the altar to minister in the sacred place” (Exodus 28:43). 


And with regard to service vessels, it is written: “And they shall take 

all the service vessels wherewith they serve in the sacred place” 
(Numbers 4:12). With regard to a pleasing aroma, i.e., that limbs 

that had previously been roasted off the altar should not be placed 

upon the altar, it is required only on a public altar, as it is written: 

“And the priest shall sprinkle the blood against the altar of the Lord 

at the entrance of the Tent of Meeting, and the priest shall make the 

fat smoke for an aroma pleasing to the Lord” (Leviticus 17:6). 


A partition for the blood, i.e., the red line that divides the altar, 
as the blood of some offerings, e.g., a sin offering, was sprinkled 
above the line, and the blood of other offerings, e.g., a burnt offering, 
was sprinkled below the line, was required only on a public altar, 
as it is written: “And the net may reach halfway up the altar” (Exo- 
dus 27:5). The definite article before the word “altar” indicates that 
this applied only to the altar in the Tabernacle. With regard to the 
requirement for washing of hands and feet before the service, it is 
required only on a public altar, as it is written: “When they went 
into the Tent of Meeting and when they came near to the altar, 
they shall wash” (Exodus 40:32). 


§ Concerning the halakha requiring a partition for the blood, and 
other halakhot that did not apply to a private altar but did apply to 
a great public altar, Rami bar Hama said: The Sages taught that 
there is no requirement for a partition only with regard to conse- 
crated sacrificial items to be used on a small private altar," and 
which one sacrificed upon a small private altar. But in the case of 
consecrated sacrificial items to be used on a small private altar that 
were sacrificed upon a great public altar, there is a partition. 
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NOTES 
Slaughtered offerings but not bird offerings — mat 
moiy xd: Rashi on 69a cites as proof the verse that 
states with regard to the great public altar at Mount 
Sinai (Exodus 24:5): “And they sacrificed slaughtered 
offerings of cattle to the Lord” (see 117b). 


Priestly service vestments, etc. — ^3) NW na: An 
alternative version of the text of the Gemara cites 
the verse: “Seven days shall the son that is priest in 
his stead put them on” (Exodus 29:30), indicating that 
only priests are obligated to wear the priestly vest- 
ments. Since the sacrificial service on a private altar 
does not need to be performed by a priest, there is 
no need for the priestly vestments. The same is true 
with regard to the washing of hands and feet (Sefat 
Emet and Or HaYashar, citing 19b). 


With regard to sacrificial items to be used ona small 
private altar - map maa wpa: Rashi explains that 
these offerings were slaughtered on a small private 
altar and then sacrificed on a public altar. The version 
of Rashi that appears in Shita Mekubbetzet reads: That 
were consecrated, rather than: That were slaughtered. 
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NOTES 

That one brought inside - o252 AD DAW: Rashi 
explains that the offering had already been slaughtered 
outside. Keren Ora explains that in Rashi’s opinion, an ani- 
mal can be absorbed by the partitions only once it has 
been slaughtered and its limbs, which are prepared for 
sacrifice, have been brought into an area designated for 
offerings. Tosafot explain that the animal was brought 
inside alive. 


Absorbed by the partitions - nixa mvdp: The parti- 
tions of the courtyard of the Tabernacle were present at 
the great public altars, as was taught in the mishna (112b) 
with regard to offerings of the most sacred order. These 
were eaten at a great public altar within the curtains 
surrounding the courtyard of the Tabernacle. 
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Rabba raised an objection from a baraita: The halakha of waving 
the breast and the thigh of a peace offering and the teruma of the 
loaves of a thanks offering applies with regard to sacrificial items 
of a great public altar and does not apply with regard to sacrificial 
items of a small private altar, even if they were sacrificed upon a 
great public altar. The Gemara responds: Say that the text of the 
baraita should be the following: The halakha of waving the breast 
and thigh and the teruma of the loaves of a thanks offering applies 
to a great public altar, even with regard to a sacrificial item of a 
small private altar, but does not apply to a small private altar. 


Some say that Rami bar Hama said: The Sages taught that there 
is a requirement for a partition only with regard to sacrificial items 
ofa great public altar that were sacrificed upon a great public altar. 
But in the case of sacrificial items of a small private altar, even 
though they were sacrificed upon a great public altar, there is no 
partition. 


The Gemara suggests: Let us say that the following baraita sup- 
ports the opinion of Rami bar Hama: Waving of the breast and 
thigh of a peace offering and the teruma of the loaves of a thanks 
offering applies to sacrificial items of a great public altar, and 
does not apply to sacrificial items of a small private altar. 


The Gemara responds: No proof may be brought from here, as I 
will say that it means the halakha of waving the breast and thigh 
and the teruma of the loaves of a thanks offering applies to a great 
public altar, even with regard to the sacrificial items of a private 
altar, and does not apply to a small private altar. The Gemara 
notes: And this latter version of Rami bar Hama’s statement dis- 
agrees with the opinion of Rabbi Elazar, as Rabbi Elazar says: A 
burnt offering of a private altar that one brought inside," i.e., into 
the area of a great public altar, is absorbed, i.e., sanctified, by the 
partitions" for all matters. 


With regard to the previous matter, Rabbi Zeira raises a dilemma: 
With regard to a burnt offering of a private altar 


that one brought inside and subsequently took outside, what is 
the halakha? Does it have the status of a sacrificial item of a public 
altar? The Gemara clarifies the question: Do we say that once it 
was brought in the partition has already absorbed it," and all 
halakhot of sacrificial items of a public altar apply; or perhaps once 
it returns, i.e., was taken outside again, it returns to its prior status 
as an offering of a private altar? 


NOTES 
that since this animal was consecrated to be sacrificed upon a 


Once brought in the partition absorbed it - mp Konya w2 
xO mo: If so, all the halakhot of a great public altar are in 
effect, e.g., teruma of the breast and thigh are required, and the 
offering must be returned to the great public altar (Rashi). The 


commentaries question why this offering would not be disquali- 


fied due to its being taken outside its boundaries, which is the 
halakha with an offering that is slaughtered inside. Some explain 
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private altar and was slaughtered there, it cannot be disqualified 
if it was taken outside a public altar. Nevertheless, they suggest 
that perhaps Rabbi Zeira's question concerns this very point: Is 
this burnt offering rendered invalid after being taken outside or 
not (Hok Natan). 
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The Gemara asks: Isn’t this issue a disagreement between Rabba 
and Rav Yosef? As we learned in a mishna (Me’ila 2a): With regard 
to offerings of the most sacred order, e.g., a sin offering or a guilt 
offering, that were slaughtered in the south” of the Temple 
courtyard, and not in the north as dictated by halakha, and are 
therefore disqualified, one who derives benefit from them is liable 
for misuse of consecrated property, and despite the fact that 
they should not ascend the altar, if they ascended they shall not 
descend." 


And a dilemma was raised before the Sages: If they did descend 
the altar, what is the halakha with regard to ascending again?" 
Rabba says: They shall not ascend, and Rav Yosef says: They shall 
ascend. Consequently, they disagree with regard to the issue of 
whether an item that is not fit to be sacrificed in a consecrated area 
acquires the sanctity of that area even if it is removed from there. 


The Gemara responds: The disagreements are not identical, as the 
dilemma can be raised according to the opinion of Rabba, and 
the dilemma can be raised according to the opinion of Rav Yosef. 
The Gemara elaborates: It is possible to raise the dilemma accord- 
ing to the opinion of Rabba, as Rabba says his statement: Offer- 
ings of the most sacred order that were slaughtered in the south 
shall not descend if they ascended, only with regard to the altar, 
as the altar consecrates that which is fit for it, while it does not 
consecrate that which is not fit for it." But with regard to the 
partition of the public altar, even though an offering that was 
consecrated for a private altar is not fit for that altar, the partition 
nevertheless absorbs the offering and it is sacrificed there. Conse- 
quently, all the halakhot of the public altar apply to that offering, 
even if it is taken outside. 


Or perhaps the dilemma of the burnt offering of a private altar can 
be raised even according to the opinion of Rav Yosef. Rav Yosef 
states his opinion there, that offerings of the most sacred order 
that were slaughtered in the south of the Temple courtyard and 
descended the altar shall ascend again, only because the altar and 
the offering are both located in one place, i.e., the Temple court- 
yard. But here in Rabbi Zeira’s case, where the private altar and 
public altar are two separate places, the halakhot of the public altar 
do not apply if the offering was taken outside the designated loca- 
tion. Or perhaps there is no difference, and the opinions of Rabba 
and Rav Yosef in one case are identical to their opinions in the other. 
The Gemara concludes: The dilemma shall stand unresolved. 


The Gemara notes that a matter that is obvious to Rabba on one 
side, i.e., that these offerings shall not ascend the altar again, and 
to Rav Yosef on the other side, i.e., that they shall ascend again, was 
raised as a dilemma by Rabbi Yannai." As Rabbi Yannai raises a 
dilemma: What is the halakha with regard to the limbs ofa burnt 
offering of a private altar that ascended the altar and descended? 
The Gemara notes: In a case where the fire has not yet taken hold 
of them, do not raise the dilemma, as they certainly shall not 
ascend again. When should you raise the dilemma? Raise it in a 
case where the fire has taken hold of them: What is the halakha? 
The Gemara concludes: The dilemma shall stand unresolved. 


Offerings of the most sacred order that were slaughtered 
in the south — nia onwY DwIp ‘wap: If offerings of the 
most sacred order were slaughtered in the south of the Temple 
courtyard they are disqualified, even if the blood was collected 
in the north. Moreover, one who derives benefit from them at 
any time is liable for misuse of consecrated property, as there 
was never a time that they were fit to be eaten (Rambam Sefer 


Avoda, Hilkhot Me‘ila 3:1). 


HALAKHA 


If they ascended they shall not descend - 111 x by OX: 
With regard to offerings of the most sacred order that were 
slaughtered in the south of the Temple courtyard, or if their 
blood was collected there, although they are disqualified, if they 
ascended to the top of the altar they shall not descend. Some 
say the source of the Rambam’s ruling is the version of the text 
found in the context of the dispute between Rabba and Rav 
Yosef in this Gemara, rather than that of the primary discussion 
in tractate Me‘ila (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMuk- 
dashin 3:7 and the commentaries there; and see Birkat HaZevah 
and Tzon Kodashim). 


NOTES 


Offerings of the most sacred order that were slaughtered 
in the south, etc. — 131 0i173 opw w DWP wp: In other 
words, although they have been disqualified by being 
slaughtered in the incorrect location within the Temple 
courtyard they do not have the status of consecrated ani- 
mals that died, for which the halakha of misuse of conse- 
crated property would not apply (Me'ʻila 2a). 


And a dilemma was raised before them...what is the 
halakha with regard to ascending again — at KWINI 
byw yma: Rabbeinu Hananel and Rashi maintain that this 
version of the text is erroneous, as in the parallel discussion 
in Me'ila (2b) the primary disagreement between Rabba 
and Rav Yosef concerns whether offerings that ascended 
the altar shall descend. But with regard to whether offerings 
should ascend if previously they should not have ascended 
but ascended nevertheless and then descended, even Rav 
Yosef agrees with the halakha stated explicitly in the mishna 
(84a), that for all offerings about which it is stated that they 
shall not ascend the altar, if they did ascend they shall not 
descend, but in any case if they did descend they shall not 
ascend again. 

Therefore, Rashi emends the text to read: And a dilemma 
was raised before the Sages: What is the halakha with 
regard to descending? According to the opinion of Rabba, 
they have the status of a consecrated animal that died, and 
therefore they shall descend. Consequently, one must say 
the mishna that teaches that one who derives benefit from 
them is liable for misuse of consecrated property is by rab- 
binic law. By contrast, according to the opinion of Rav Yosef 
they have the status of any offering that was disqualified, 
and if they ascended they shall not descend. 

Tosafot explain the standard version of the text as refer- 
ring to a case where the fire of the altar had already burned 
some of the flesh of the offerings. In that case, even if they 
descended they shall ascend again, as they have already 
become the food of the altar (see 85b). 


It does not consecrate that which is not fit for it — tn xt 
wip xb: Rabba agrees that if these offerings did ascend 
the altar they shall not descend, but only where the fire of 
the altar already burned some of the flesh. Having become 
food of the altar, they may not descend (Josafot). 


A matter that is obvious to Rabba on one side...was 
raised as a dilemma by Rabbi Yannai — a RDWDT xan 
regard YD.. Kpa ana nay: Tosafot explain that this 
means Rabbi Yannai is unsure whether the limbs of a burnt 
offering of a private altar have the status of the limbs of 
offerings of the highest order of sanctity that were slaug 
tered in the south of the Temple courtyard. Others explain 
that the limbs of a burnt offering of a private altar do have a 
status identical to the limbs of offerings of the highest order 
of sanctity that were slaughtered in the south of the Temple 
courtyard, and therefore Rabbi Yannai’s dilemma is precisely 
the disagreement between Rabba and Rav Yosef (Hazon 
Ish). A third explanation is that Rabbi Yannai disagrees with 
the halakha stated in the name of Rabbi Elazar, and holds 
that the burnt offering of a private altar that was brought 
to a public altar is not absorbed by the partitions. He is 
uncertain if the same is true of the public altar itself, that it 
does not consecrate what is upon it, or whether the case 
of the altar itself is different (Ri Haver). 
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§ Additionally, with regard to a private altar it was stated: With 
regard to the slaughter of offerings at night on a private altar, Rav 
and Shmuel disagree: One says that it is valid, and one says that 
it is not valid. The Gemara explains: And they disagree with 
regard to the resolution to a contradiction that was raised by 
Rabbi Elazar. 


As Rabbi Elazar raised a contradiction between two verses: It 
is written in the context of Saul’s war with the Philistines: “And 
the people flew upon the spoil and took sheep and cattle and 
calves and slew them on the ground; and the people ate them with 
the blood. Then they told Saul, saying: ‘Behold, the people sin 
against the Lord in that they eat with the blood. And he said: You 
have dealt treacherously;" roll a great stone to me this day” 
(1 Samuel 14:32-33). That stone was made into a private altar upon 
which offerings could be slaughtered and sacrificed. Evidently, 
Saul was particular about slaughtering offerings during the day and 
not at night, despite the fact that it was a private altar and not a 
public altar. 


And immediately thereafter it is written: “And Saul said: Dis- 
perse yourselves among the people and say to them: Bring me 
here every man his ox and every man his sheep, and slay them 
here and eat and sin not against the Lord in eating with the 
blood. And all the people brought every man his ox with him 
that night, and slew them there” (1 Samuel 14:34). This verse 
states explicitly that the slaughter took place at night and not 
during the day. 


Rav and Shmuel disagree with regard to the resolution of this 

contradiction: One Sage answers that here, i.e., when the slaugh- 
ter took place at night, it was of non-sacred animals, while there, 
i.e., when Saul was particular about slaughtering during the day, it 
was the slaughter of sacrificial animals. According to this opinion, 
the sacrificial service was performed only during the day, even on 
a private altar. And the other Sage answers that both verses are 

referring to the slaughter of offerings: Here, in the verse that states 

that Saul was particular about slaughtering during the day, it is 

referring to the sacrificial animals of a great public altar," while 

there, in the verse that states that the slaughter took place at night, 
it is referring to sacrificial animals of a small private altar. 


Q It was stated that with regard to the burnt offering of a private 
altar, Rav says: It does not require flaying and cutting into pieces, 
which the Torah requires of a burnt offering (see Leviticus 1:6), 
and Rabbi Yohanan says: It does require flaying and cutting into 
pieces." The Gemara explains: And they disagree with regard to 
the meaning of a statement of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili. As it is 
taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yosei HaGelili says: The burnt 
offering that the Jewish people sacrificed in the wilderness, 
i.e., at Mount Sinai before the establishment of the Tabernacle, did 
not require flaying and cutting into pieces, because the require- 
ment of flaying and cutting into pieces applied only from the 
Tent of Meeting and onward, as this halakha was first taught in 
the Tent of Meeting. 


NOTES 


And he said you have dealt treacherously - 09733 Wax: Rabbi 
Elazar assumes that Saul was discussing the slaughter of sacrificial 
offerings, i.e., the people were slaughtering peace offerings after 
their victory over the Philistines. The earlier statement: “And the 
people ate them with the blood,’ means they ate peace offerings 
without sprinkling the blood, which, as explained, is forbidden on 
a small private altar. Saul therefore became angry and instructed 
that a stone be rolled to him so that there would be an altar upon 
which the blood would be sprinkled (see Radak). 


Here it is referring to the sacrificial animals of a great public 
altar - abit maa W773 JX: While there was a small private 
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altar there, they were obligated to treat the offerings that were 
consecrated for the great public altar in accordance with the 
appropriate halakha (see 19b). 


Flaying and cutting into pieces — mm swam: This means that 
the hide of the animal sacrificed at a private altar is flayed and 
given to the owners, just as it would be given to a priest at a 
great public altar. The limbs are then cut into pieces so that they 
may be sacrificed on the altar. The opinion that says a burnt 
offering does not require flaying and cutting into pieces holds 
that the burnt offering can be sacrificed as is (see Jerusalem 
Talmud, Megilla 1:12). 
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One Sage, Rabbi Yohanan, holds that from the Tent of Meeting 
and onward there is a requirement of flaying and cutting into pieces, 
and there is no difference whether the offering is brought upon a 
great public altar, and there is no difference whether it is brought 
upon a small private altar. And one Sage, Rav, holds that with 
regard to a great public altar, yes, flaying and cutting are required, 
but with regard to a small private altar they are not. 


It is taught in a baraita in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yohanan: What are the matters that are different between a great 
public altar and a small private altar?" The corner of the altar, the 
ramp, the base of the altar, and the square shape are required in a 
great public altar, but the corner, the base, the ramp, and the 
square shape are not required in a small private altar. The Basin 
and its base are required in a great public altar, but the Basin and 
its base are not required in a small private altar. The breast and 
thigh of a peace offering, which are given to a priest, are waved at 
a great public altar, but the breast and thigh are not waved at a 
small private altar." 


And there are other matters in which a great public altar is identi- 
cal to a small private altar: Slaughter is required at both a great 
public altar and a small private altar. Flaying a burnt offering and 
cutting it into pieces is required at both a great public altar and a 
small private altar. Sprinkling the blood permits the meat to be 
eaten, and if at that time the priest thought of eating or sacrificing 
this offering outside its appropriate time, this renders the offering 
piggul both at a great public altar and at a small private altar. Like- 
wise, the halakha that blemishes disqualify an offering and the 
halakha that there is a limited time for eating offerings are in effect 
at both a great public altar and a small private altar. 


§ Following the detailing of the differences between a communal 
altar and a private altar, the mishna teaches: But the halakha that 
portions of the offering left over [notar] beyond the time it is 
permitted must be burned and that one who eats them incurs karet, 
and the halakha that intent to sacrifice or partake of the offering 
beyond its designated time renders the offering piggul, and the 
prohibition against performing the sacrificial service or eating con- 
secrated meat while ritually impure are equal in this, i.e., a private 
altar, and that, i.e., a public altar. 


With regard to this the Sages taught in a baraita: From where is it 
derived that time, i.e., the halakha that an offering left over beyond 
its designated time is disqualified, in the case of a small private altar 
should be made equivalent to the halakha in the case of a great 
public altar? The Torah stated: An offering that was left overnight 
must be burned, and likewise the Torah stated that an offering 
that was sacrificed with the intent to consume it after its desig- 
nated time [piggul] must be burned." Therefore, another parallel 
may be drawn between them: Just as piggul is disqualified in the 
case of a private altar, so too, an offering that was left overnight 
is disqualified in the case ofa private altar. 


NOTES 


Matters that are different between a great public altar and 
a small private altar - mapp may adit mga paw oa: The 
reason these matters are not required for a small private altar 
is that each item listed contains a reference to either the Tent 
of Meeting or the phrase: “Before the Lord” (see 119b and Rashi 
here). 


But the breast and thigh are not waved at a small private 
altar — Tapp M233 pity my pyy: In the Tosefta (13:7) and the 
Jerusalem Talmud (Megilla 1:12) it is stated that at a small private 
altar the breast and thigh are kept by the owner. 


An offering that was left overnight must be burned and 
piggul must be burned - 1 biya qw’ h: The halakha that 


an offering left overnight must be burned is derived from the 
verse: “But that which remains of the flesh of the sacrifice on 
the third day shall be burned with fire” (Leviticus 7:17). The same 
is true of offerings that leave the Temple courtyard, as derived 
from the discussion between Moses and Aaron with regard to 
the sin offering on the eighth day of the inauguration of the 
Tabernacle (Leviticus 10:16-20; see Pesahim 82a). 

In the Birkat HaZevah the words: An offering that was left 
overnight must be burned and piggul must be burned, are 
deleted from the text of the Gemara (see Hok Natan and Tzon 
Kodashim). That is the version of the baraita that appears in 
Torat Kohanim as well. 
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Or go this way, and say that because the Torah stated: An offering 
that was left overnight must be burned, and likewise, the Torah 
stated that an offering that leaves the Temple courtyard must 
be burned, the following conclusion may be drawn: Just as an 
offering that leaves the Temple courtyard is valid in the case of a 
private altar because it has no set perimeter, so too, an offering 
that was left overnight is valid in the case of a private altar, and 
it may therefore be concluded that the halakha of time does not 
apply to offerings on a private altar. The Gemara asks: And is it 
not an a fortiori inference from the halakha of bird offerings 
that in the case of a private altar, time should render an offering 
disqualified? 


Ifbird offerings, whose halakhot are more lenient in that a blemish 
does not disqualify them," are nevertheless disqualified by time, 
then with regard to sacrificial animals of a small private altar, 
which are disqualified by a blemish, is it not logical that they 
should be disqualified by time? 


The Gemara questions the inference: What is notable about 
bird offerings? They are notable in that a non-priest is not fit 
to sacrifice them." Shall you say the same with regard to offerings 
sacrificed on a small private altar, where a non-priest is fit? 
No, and consequently they should not be disqualified by time. 
Therefore, the verse states: “And this is the law of the sacrifice 
of peace offerings” (Leviticus 7:11), which equates all peace 
offerings, to render the halakha of time with regard to a small 
private altar identical to the halakha of time with regard to a 
great public altar. 
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With regard to the definition of sacrificial animals for which one is not liable for their 
sacrifice outside the Temple courtyard, the Gemara discusses the case of an animal 
that is not designated to be sacrificed in the courtyard, referred to by the mishna as: 
Not fit to come to the entrance of the Tent of Meeting. The Gemara determines that 
if one sacrifices it outside the Temple courtyard he is not liable, neither to receive 
karet if he sinned intentionally nor to bring a sin offering if he did so unwittingly. 
This category of animal includes sacrificial animals whose service is to be performed 
outside the courtyard, i.e., the red heifer of purification and the scapegoat, as well as 
offerings that were disqualified from sacrifice from the outset. 


Likewise, with regard to offerings that became disqualified after they were conse- 
crated, and that were therefore fit at some stage to be sacrificed, since they are at 
present unfit to be brought as offerings, one is not liable for sacrificing them outside 
the Temple courtyard. But if the disqualification occurred during the sacrificial 
process, and it is one of those offerings that shall not descend if it already ascended 
the altar, one who sacrifices it outside the Temple is liable. 


The category of those offerings that are unfit to come to the entrance of the Tent of 
Meeting and for whose sacrifice outside the Temple one is not liable includes offer- 
ings whose time has not yet arrived but which will be fit for sacrifice at a later point. 
There are two primary types of offerings whose time has not yet arrived: Animals that 
have not reached the appropriate age for sacrifice and offerings whose owners are as 
yet unfit to sacrifice them, e.g., a leper whose period of impurity is incomplete. There 
is an important difference between these two categories: If the reason the offering 
may not be sacrificed is due to the animal itself, then one who sacrifices it outside is 
exempt in all cases. In cases where the owner is unready for the sacrifice, potential 
liability depends on the nature of the offering in question. In the cases of sin offerings 
and guilt offerings, since at present they may not be sacrificed by that individual at all, 
one who sacrifices them outside the Temple courtyard is exempt. He is liable in the 
case of offerings that can be brought as gift offerings, i.e., burnt offerings and peace 
offerings, as these are fit to be sacrificed at any time. 


Another important factor with regard to the prohibition against sacrificing offerings 
outside the Temple courtyard is that one is liable only for those portions of the 
offering that are fit for the altar. Concerning the parts designated for consumption, 
whether by priests or by the Israelite owner, one who sacrifices them outside the 
Temple courtyard is not liable. Furthermore, one violates this prohibition only for 
performing the concluding rites of the sacrificial service, such as the sacrifice upon 
the altar, whereas if the action is not a concluding rite, e.g., pouring oil onto a meal 
offering, one is not liable. 


Summary of 
Perek XIV 
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The second section of this chapter dealt at length with the halakhot pertaining to 
those places, known as private altars, where offerings may be sacrificed outside the 
Temple and the Tabernacle. The chapter surveyed the various periods relevant to this 
issue: The period before the construction of the Tabernacle at Sinai, when private 
altars were permitted; when the Tabernacle was in the wilderness; when the Taber- 
nacle was in Gilgal after the Jews entered Eretz Yisrael until it moved to the “rest” (see 
Deuteronomy 12:9) in Shiloh; the period when the Tabernacle was in Shiloh, when 
sacrifice on private altars was prohibited, until the destruction of the Tabernacle in 
Shiloh; and during the presence of the Tabernacle in Nov and Gibeon, when private 
altars were again permitted until the building of the Temple in Jerusalem. 


There are two basic principles: The first is that any place, whether a Tabernacle or 
the Temple, where the Ark of the Covenant is found, is considered a dwelling place 
of the Divine Presence, and it is prohibited to sacrifice outside that place. During a 
period where there was no Ark, private altars were permitted. The second principle 
relates to the period when private altars were permitted: Even when such altars were 
permitted, there was still a difference between the great public altar, where there was a 
Tent of Meeting and where the service was performed in accordance with all the rites 
of the Tabernacle, including the requirement that it must be performed by priests; 
and a private altar, where an individual was allowed to sacrifice vow offerings and 
gift offerings on his own altar, without all the conditions that apply to a Tabernacle. 
Nevertheless, with regard to the primary halakhot of the offering itself, e.g., the fixed 
time for its consumption, the prohibition against leaving over any part beyond that 
time, and the prohibitions of performing the service and partaking of the offering in 
a state of ritual impurity, a private altar is similar to a public altar. 


The chapter also discussed at length the question of which offerings are sacrificed on 
a private altar, which on a public altar, and which may not be sacrificed in either place. 
It is accepted that only individuals may sacrifice their vow offerings and gift offerings 
on a private altar, while on a public altar one would sacrifice individual gift offerings, 
and compulsory public offerings for which there is a set time. There are differences 
of opinion among the Sages with regard to the other offerings. 


Although it is agreed that nowadays it is prohibited to sacrifice outside the Temple, 
this prohibition applies only to Jews, to whom the service of the Tent of Meeting and 
the Temple was given. It does not apply to gentiles, who are permitted to sacrifice 
burnt offerings to God in all places. Jews may not assist gentiles or sacrifice on their 
behalf, although they may instruct them in this regard, as occurred in an incident 
related by the Gemara. 


The final section of the chapter dealt with various other aspects of the periods 
mentioned above. It also cited statements of aggada relating to the place of the 
Tabernacle and the Temple, and the dwelling of the Divine Presence among the 
Jewish people. 
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Since the publication of the first volume of the Koren Talmud Bavli we have employed 
some transliterated acronyms, such as Rambam, to give the translation a more 
authentic flavor. These acronyms are used throughout this volume where they are 
well known and where the acronym helps readers easily identify the author in ques- 
tion. The following chart provides the full name of each author or work alongside 
its common acronym. 
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aharal 

aharam Alashkar 
aharam Brisk 

aharam Halawa 
aharam Lublin 

aharam Mintz 

aharam of Rothenburg 
aharam Padua 

aharam Schick 
aharam Schiff 


aharatz Hayyut 


Rabbi Yehuda Loew of Prague 
Rabbi Moshe Alashkar 

Rabbi Mordekhai Brisk 
Rabbi Moshe Halawa 
Rabbi Meir of Lublin 
Rabbi Moshe Mintz 
Rabbi Meir of Rothenburg 
Rabbi Meir of Padua 
Rabbi Moshe Schick 


Rabbi Meir Schiff 


Rabbi Tzvi Hirsch Chajes 


Radak 
Radbaz 
Ralbag 
Ramah 
Rambam 
Ramban 
Ran 
Rashash 
Rashba 
Rashbam 
Rashbatz 
Rashi 
Re'em Horowitz 
Rema 

Ri HaLavan 
Ri Haver 
Ri Migash 
Riaf 

Riaz 

Rid 
Ridvaz 

Rif 

Rim 

Ritva 

Riva 
Rivam 
Rivan 


Rivash 


Rosh 

Shakh 

Shas 

Sheelat Ya‘avetz 
Shela 

Siddur Rashi 
Sma 

Smag 

Smak 


Talmid HaRa‘ah 


Rabbi Shlomo ben Rashbatz 
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Rabbi Shlomo, son of Rabbi Shimon ben Tzemah Duran 
Rabbi David Kimhi 

Rabbi David ben Zimra 

Rabbi Levi ben Gershon 

Rabbi Meir HaLevi 


Rabbi Moshe ben Maimon 


Rabbi Moshe ben Nahman 

Rabbeinu Nissim ben Reuven of Gerona 
Rabbi Shmuel Strashun 

Rabbi Shlomo ben Adderet 

Rabbi Shmuel ben Meir 

Rabbi Shimon ben Tzemah Duran 


Rabbi Shlomo Yitzhaki 


Rabbi Elazar Moshe Horowitz 

Rabbi Moshe Isserles 

Rabbeinu Yitzhak ben Ya'akov of Prague 

Rabbi Yitzhak Isaac Haver 

Rabbi Yosef Migash 

Rabbi Yoshiya Pinto 

Rabbi Yeshaya di Trani the Younger 

Rabbi Yeshaya di Trani the Elder 

Rabbi Ya'akov David ben Ze'ev Wilovsky 

Rabbi Yitzhak Alfasi 

Rabbi Yitzhak Meir of Gur 

Rabbi Yom Tov ben Avraham Asevilli (of Seville) 
Rabbeinu Yitzhak ben Asher 

Rabbi Yitzhak ben Meir 

Rabbi Yehuda bar Natan 

Rabbi Yitzhak ben Sheshet 

Rabbeinu Asher ben Rabbi Yehiel 

Siftei Kohen by Rabbi Shabtai Cohen Rappaport 
The Six Orders of the Mishna 

Responsa of Rabbi Ya'akov Emden 

Shenei Luhot HaBerit by Rabbi Yeshaya HaLevi Horowitz 
Siddur compiled by Rashi’s students 

Sefer Meirat Einayim by Rabbi Yehoshua Falk 
Sefer Mitzvot Gadol by Rabbi Moshe of Coucy 
Sefer Mitzvot Katan by Rabbi Yitzhak ben Yosef of Corbeil 


A student of Rabbi Aharon HaLevi 
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Talmid HaRashba A student of Rabbi Shlomo ben Adderet 
= Turei Zahav by Rabbi David HaLevi 


osori HaLavan iene iF Hoppe Yitzhak Sn Ya‘ eo of OnEABUE 
— Sefer HaTurim by Rabbi Ya'akov ben Asher 
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n 


X 


40...Sealed barrels - niaind nvan 
133...Breast and thigh — piv min 
37...Sin offering — nxwn 
28...Undomesticated animal - nm 
24...Fat [helev] — abn 

65...Halla - "9n 


45.. .Ring —nyav 
109... Tumtum and hermaphrodite — DIVÄIN) Die 
21... Tereifa — 79W 


$ 


Animal born by caesarean section — }9i1 Nyi 
36...[yotze dofen] 


38...Wine used for a libation — 1031” 
48...Dead Sea — nbn o 


46...Cup — Did 

27, 242...Olive-bulk — n43 

64...Covering the blood — 037 193 

Any item that separates from a group — 8°78 KINN W97 bs 
42...iS assumed to have separated from the majority 

39...Diverse kinds planted in a vineyard — 097 ba 

36...Mixture of diverse kinds — Dyba 

176.. -Karet - mp 


5 


275...Frankincense — mi 

165. ..Jug — pd 

57...Log -3b 

237...Left overnight — ny 

211. ..Gathering of bones — ninyy vip) 


n 


205... Shovel — 7532 

No inference is — maa pow xa) xa 
135...to be learned from this 

112. ..Free — 35112 

255...One who leaves over sacrificial meat — vnin 

298...Whose time has not yet arrived — pat ain 

164...Water of purification — nyn »3 

139...Meal offering of a sota — vid nna 


108...Misuse of consecrated property — ayn 
133...Animal tithe — mana wy 
215...Second tithe — 37 wy 

266...Ritual bath —mypra 

252...Mercury — papya 

220...Anointed for war — mann mw 


A corpse with no one to -= my2 ma 
209...bury it [met mitzva] 


18...Leprous marks — D933 
333...Nov and Gibeon — piyan 3j) 
185...Imparts flavor — oye mid 
122...Natron — 12 


146...Sura -NID 
50...Placing of hands on an offering — niano 
46...Compound uncertainty - X39 PAD 


166...Stone marked with leprosy — Msi 2% 


40...Nuts with brittle shells — 775 tia 
122...Soap — ay 

201...Acute mourner — Ñx 

65...Rice — Tit 

298... Itself and its offspring — 133 %1 inix 
132. . .Nazirite’s ram — m3 bong 


One does not derive — pia p pym pe 
255...a prohibition from an inference 
There is no poverty — MYWY DIpa Nay p 

123...in a place of wealth 
86...Does not partake of teruma —bsix ivy 
141...Sheep’ tail [alya] - mre 
149...We learn this as well — KIA %23 PIX YX 
143.. .Guilt offering of a leper — ptiva owy 
143. ..Guilt offering of a nazirite - m OWN 
59...Provisional guilt offering — nbn Dwy 
35...Payment to a prostitute — mit RDN 


al 


40...Badan - Ika 

122...First fruits - DN» 
242...Egg-bulk — Axa 

89...Place of the ashes — wn ma 

133. .Firstborn — 123 

72...The prohibition of do not add — pin ba 
104...Private altar — maa 

102...Blemished animals — pava ya 


a 


89...Verbal analogy — mw mma 


5 


The Torah spoke — ons 93 wha min maT 
268...in the language of people 
61...Cornea of the eye — pyaw ppt 

136... The language of the mishna is also precise — "2 87797 
40...Greek gourd — nay nbs 


Blood of exudate... — W337 DT... 7a DF 
71...blood of the soul 


a 
This case is as it is — KPNT3 KT) KPN TI NT 
243...and that case is as it is 
187...Purging -TW 
271.. Provisional edict - myg nxt 
241...Rendered susceptible to impurity - wait 


Halakha transmitted - won nwo Asha 
282...to Moses from Sinai 


One who brings a meal offering — wyan 
299...to the corner of an altar 


64...Forewarning — ANIA 


1 


316...And then ceased - ppa 


t 


69...Zav -31 
69...Zava -73 


Tossing the flesh — naab waama Wwa npn 
233...from the ramp to the altar 


Index of 
Background 
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86...Permanent acquisition — aby pp 
41...Dried figs - niys p 


w 


55... Sabbatical Year — nwaw 

213...Inauguration of the Tabernacle — Deba ny nyaw 
29...Ox that is stoned -bpon siw 

336...Shiloh - w 

173. ..Place water on his shoes — %23 MINDA a wD 
236... Three camps — niya vow 

176...Hearing the voice —bipa nyw 

268...Scapegoat — nnvan vey 

292...Goat of the Nasi - eta yyw 

217...Goat of the New Moon — win voy www 


Repugnant creatures - own DYP 
306...and crawling things 


165...Creeping animal - yw 
no... The two loaves — onda Bal 


n 

333... Taanath Shiloh — mow Fatis] 
17...Doves or pigeons — mi 951 prin 
39...Fenugreek — non 
88...Shall stand [teiku] -n 
123...Sky-blue wool — nhan 
133. ..Wavings — nipun 
The school of -bryn AVITA 

125...Rabbi Yishmael teaches 
48... Teruma — eiaa) 


y 


125. ..Heifer whose neck is broken — nany may 
332...Compulsory burnt offering — main nbiy 
110. ..Omer — Wy 

327. . .City of refuge — vopn vy 

318... The plains of Moab — arin niaw 
40...Orla- any 


S 


165...Opening of the oven - 1309 

206. ..Paschal offering - nba 

255...Second Pesah — 2w nbs 

18...Red heifer — m9 

230. ..Bulls that are burned — pa wan os 
305...Parasang — mp 

297...Red heifer of purification - nXwn mp 
70...Flax that was woven — RNY jawa 


a 


84...Frontplate — yx 

73...Flask [tzelohit] — mbys 

Leprosy since it — ANS NP NIT VS NYY 
174...Sprouts from within the garment itself 


P 
Item consecrated — man p12 wtp 
18...for Temple maintenance 
106...Offerings of the most sacred order — MTR WIP 
98...Offerings of lesser sanctity — ron DHT 
99...Incense -mwy 
183...Kalnevo — iaip 
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165...Jug [/agin] -p9 
41.. .Litra — Kwh 
173. . Bird droppings [lishleshet] — nyw 


n 


43...Large basin [megisa] — KDI 


y 
172. . Unfinished hide [utzeva] - xax 


5 
14... .Bird [perida] — mp3 


P 
123...Cones [konaot] - nixaip 
123...Helmets [kenasot] — nipap 
324...Serrated board [kurkesa] — XDP? 


` 


195...Fat [revav] — In 


w 
20. ..| heard [shamati] — myaw 
323. . Silt [sirton] — jow 


K 
174...Hard leather [aksilgiyya] — NATD2Ņ 
183...Chief of taxes [alkafta] — xpos 
187...Grill [askela] — KYD% 


al 
240...Staffs [bakulsei] — dips 


mi 


37.. -Ordinary person [hedyot] - viy 


n 


101...Later [hara] - KIN 


324... Turbal — bane 
181...Smear [tashin] - py 
’ 
231...Derive benefit [yeotu] — nix? 
AS... The Great Sea [Yam HaGadol] — Sinan o 


al 


193. ..For no reason [kedi] -113 
182. ..Tile [kuvya] - 13 
82, 222.. .Isn't it the opposite [kelapei layya] — xo 333 
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1 X 


| n d eX of 170.. Rav Amram — Dya 31 323. ..lfera Hurmiz — "ANT KWN 
183...Rav Sheshet - nww 37 


gi 


80...Rava Tosfa'a — AXDDIA XI] 


OPEO 
Personalities 12. ..Rabbi Bena'a — 7x33 939 69.. .Hillel the Elder - pin bon 
Rabbi Hanina — Dai pb KIIN 937 


n 


102...the deputy High Priest 
183...Rami bar Hama — Nan 32 121 44...Hanan the Egyptian — wat jan 
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